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Encounters w i t h  Unjust Author i ty  
Management speed-ups followed by spontaneous worker sitdowns . 
were becoming widespread i n  s e v e r a l  i n d u s t r i e s  by t h e  mid-1930s. I n  one 
company, management suddenly c u t  t h e  number of "bow-men" ( t h o s e  who welded 
t h e  a n g l e  i r o n s  a c r o s s  c a r  r o o f s )  from fou r  t o  three. '  The remaining t h r e e  
bow-men were non-union men, two b r o t h e r s  named Pe rk ins  and an I t a l i a n  
named Joe.Urban. Confronting t h e  f a i t  accompli,  t hey  simply stopped work- 
ing. "The foreman and super in tendent  rushed over and t r i e d  t o  t a l k  them 
i n t o  going back t o  work, b u t  t h e  men j u s t  s a t  t h e r e  a rguing  u n t i l  20 un- 
f i n i s h e d  jobs  had passed on t h e  product ion l i n e .  The whole Department f o l -  
lowed t h e  argument w i t h  i n t e n s e  excitement" (Brecher , p. 234). 
The t h r e e  men f i n a l l y  agreed t o  resume work pending f u r t h e r  d i scus-  
s i o n  of t h e  i s s u e ,  bu t  when they  r epor t ed  t o  work t h e  next  day,  they  were 
given f i r i n g  s l i p s .  They showed t h e s e  s l i p s  t o  a union a c t i v i s t  i n  t h e  
shop named Bud Simons, who r eac t ed  by running "through t h e  main welding and 
so lde r ing  department y e l l i n g ,  "The Pe rk ins  boys were f i r e d  ! Nobody starts 
working ! " 
Kraus (1947) d e s c r i b e s  t h e  ensuing even t s  i n  u s e f u l  d e t a i l :  
The w h i s t l e  blew. Every man i n  t h e  Department s tood a t  h i s  
s t a t i o n ,  a deep, s i g n i f i c a n t  tenseness  i n  him. The foreman pushed 
t h e  bu t ton  and t h e  s k e l e t o n  bodies ,  a l r e a d y  p a r t l y  assembled when 
they  got  t o  t h i s  p o i n t ,  began t o  rumble forward. But no one l i f t -  
ed a hand. All. eyes  were turned t o  Simons who stood ou t  i n  t h e  
--. 
a i s l e  by h imsel f .  
The bosses  r a n  about  l i k e  mad. 
"Whatsarnatter? Whatsamatter? Get t o  work!" they  shouted. 
But t h e  men ac t ed  a s  though they  never heard them. One o r  
two of them cou ldn ' t  s tand  t h e  t ens ion .  .HabZt was deep i n  them, 
and i t  was l i k e  phys i ca l  agony f o r  them t o  s e e  t h e  bodies  pas s  
untouched. They grabbed t h e i r  t o o l s  and chased a f t e r  them. 
"Rat! Rat!" t h e  men growled wi thout  moving and t h e  o t h e r s  came 
t o  t h e i r  senses .  
The super in tendent  stopped by t h e  "bow-men" . 
"You're t o  blame f o r  th i s !"  he  sna r l ed .  
"So what i f  w e  a re?"  l i t t l e  J o e  Urban, t h e  I t a l i a n  c r i e d ,  
overf lowing w i t h  p r ide .  "You a i n ' t  running your l i n e ,  a r e  you?" 
.That was a l t o g e t h e r  too  much. The super in tendent  grabbed 
J o e  and s t a r t e d  f o r  t h e  o f f i c e  w i t h  him. The two went down t h e  
e n t i r e  l i n e ,  wh i l e  t h e  men stood r i g i d  a s  though awai t ing  t h e  
word of command . . . . Simons, a  t o rch - so lde re r ,  was almost 
a t  t h e  end of t h e  l i n e .  H e  too was momentarily he ld  i n  v i s e  
by t h e  supe r in t enden t ' s  o v e r t  a c t  of a u t h o r i t y .  The l a t t e r  had 
dragged J o e  Urban p a s t  him when he  f i n a l l y  found t h e  presence 
of mind t o  c a l l  ou t :  
"Hey, Teefee ,  where you going?" 
It was spoken i n  j u s t  a n  o r d i n a r y  conve r sa t iona l  tone ,  and 
t h e  o t h e r  w a s  taken so  aback he answered t h e  r e a l l y  imper t inent  
ques t ion .  
" I ' m  t ak ing  him t o  t h e  o f f i c e  t o  have a  l i t t l e  t a l k  w i t h  him." 
Then suddenly he r e a l i z e d  and go t  mad. "Say, I t h i n k  I ' l l  t a k e  
you a long  too!" 
That was h i s  mistake. 
I 1  No you wont!" Simons s a i d  calmly. 
"Oh yes  I w i l l ! "  and he took hold of h i s  s h i r t .  
Simons yanked himself loose .  
And suddenly, a t  t h i s  s imple  a c t  of insurgence,  Teefee 
r e a l i z e d  h i s  danger.  H e  seemed t o  become a c u t e l y  conscious of 
t h e  long s i l e n t  men and f e l t  t h e  t h r e a t  of t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  
s t r e n g t h .  They had been t ransformed i n t o  something he  had 
never  known be fo re  and over which he  no. longer  had any com- 
mand. He l e t  l o o s e  of Simons and s t a r t e d  o f f  aga in  wi th  
J o e  Urban, has ten ing  h i s  pace. Simons y e l l e d :  
I I Come on, f e l l ows ,  don ' t  l e t  them f i r e  l i t t l e  Joe!" 
About a  dozen boys sho t  ou t  of  l i n e  and s t a r t e d  a f t e r  
Teefee. The super in tendent  dropped J o e  l i k e  a ho t  poker and 
deer-footed i t  f o r  t h e  door.  
Th i s  encounter l e d  .immediately t o  a  n e g o t i a t i o n  between a  shop com- 
m i t t e e  l e d  by Simons and t h e  p l a n t  manager. The Committee i n s i s t e d  t h a t  
t h e .  Pe rk ins  boys be  r eh i r ed  immediately and b e  brought back .on t h e  l i n e  be- 
f o r e  they  would resume work. They won t h i s  demand, even though t h e  Perk ins  
boys had a l r e a d y  l e f t  f o r  home and took  s e v e r a l  hours  t o  l o c a t e .  Brecher 
(1972, p.  238) comments t h a t  "Largely i n  response  t o  t h i s  v i c t o r y ,  United 
Auto Workers' membership i n  F l i n t  increased  from 150 t o  1 ,500  wi th in  two 
weeks. I' 
I n  1964, t h r e e  .decades l a t e r ,  s t u d e n t s  a t  t h e  Un ive r s i t y  of Ca l i fo r -  
n i a ' s  Berkeley campus gathered f o r  a  r a l l y  i n  f r o n t  of t h e  campus adminis- 
t r a t i o n  bu i ld ing ,  Sproul  Hal l .  It was a n  e a r l y  s t a g e  i n  t h e  emerging 
Berkeley F ree  Speech Movement. E ight  s t u d e n t s  had been suspended on t h e  
previous  day f o r  d e l i b e r a t e l y  v i o l a t i n g  a Un ive r s i t y  ban a g a i n s t  p o l i t i c a l  
a c t i v i t y  on campus grounds. He i r i ch  (1971) g i v e s  a  d .e ta i led  account of t h e  
encounter  t h a t  day. 
0 
About an hour and a  ha l f  be fo re  t h e  r a l l y  was.scheduled t o  begin, a  
campus c i v i l  r i g h t s  a c t i v i s t  named Jack  Weinberg s e t  up a  p o l i t i c a l  t a b l e  
i n  t h e  forbidden a r e a  i n  f r o n t  of Sproul  Hal l .  He was s h o r t l y  confronted 
by t h e  Univers i ty  admin i s t r a t i on  i n  t h e  person of Dean Murphy. The media 
w a s  on hand, and H e i r i c h  managed t o . r e c o n s t r u c t  much of t h e  fol lowing con- 
v e r s a t i o n  from r a d i o  s t a t i o n  KPFA t ape :  
Murphy: Are you prepared t o  remove y o u r s e l f ,  - and t h e  
t a b l e ,  from u n i v e r s i t y  property?" 
Weinberg (very  q u i e t l y )  : "I 'm no t  prepared."  
Murphy:"Areyou aware t h a t  by no t  doing so  you a r e  sub- 
j e c t i n g  yourse l f  t o  probable d i s c i p l i n a r y  ac t ion?"  
Weinberg ( s t i l l  more q u i e t l y )  : "I--uh--I 'm aware t h a t  
you ' re  going t o  do what y o u ' l l  t r y  t o  do." 
Murphy: " A l l  r i g h t .  W i l l  you--uh--identify yourse l f?"  
Weinberg : "No. " 
Murphy ( i n  a  dead-pan v o i c e ,  almost as i f  he  were read- 
ing a  s c r i p t  i n s t ead  of t a l k i n g  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  person) : "I 
must inform you i f  you a r e  a s tuden t  you a r e  v i o l a t i n g  uni- 
v e r s i t y  r e g u l a t i o n s  and i f  you a r e  a  non-student you a r e  vio-  
l a t i n g  t h e  t r e s p a s s  law. W i l l  you i d e n t i f y  yourse l f?"  
Weinberg (even more q u i e t l y )  : "NO, I w i l l  n o t  . I f  
Murphy: "You l e a v e  me no a l t e r n a t i v e  bu t  t o  a s k  Lfeu- 
t enan t  Chandler t o  a r r e s t  you. Lieu tenant  Chandler,  would 
you p l e a s e  a r r e s t  him." 
Chandler: "You come w i t h  me, then ,  please."  
Voices : "Take t h e i r  -p l ace !  I t  
Weinberg, fol lowing c l a s s i c  c i v i l  r i g h t s  t a c t i c s ,  d i d  no t  e i t h e r  
assist o r  resist t h e  arrest, r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  s e v e r a l  o f f i c e r s  c a r r y  him t o  
a  nearby p o l i c e  c a r .  The po l i ce .were  c a r e f u l  t o  avoid provoca t ive  rough- 
n e s s  i n  making t h e  a r r e s t  i n  f r o n t  of t h e  now s i z e a b l e  crowd of s t u d e n t s  
a t t r a c t e d  t o  t h e  scene.  
Within a minute about t h i r t y  s t u d e n t s  had sea t ed  themselves i n  f r o n t  
and i n  back of t h e  p o l i c e  c a r  con ta in ing  Weinberg and t h e  a r r e s t i n g  p o l i c e  
o f f i c e r s .  I n  another  b r i e f  moment, t h e r e  were more than  a  hundred s t u d e n t s  
s i t t i n g  on t h e  ground around t h e  p o l i c e  c a r ,  e f f e c t i v e l y  ,immobilizing i t ,  
and t h e i r  numbers continued t o  grow. 
I n  H e i r i c h ' s  c a r e f u l  account ,  "a number of persons  c la im t o  have 
been t h e  f i r s t  t o  sit down around t h e  car . ' '  He d e s c r i b e s  t h e  account of 
Richard Roman, a g radua te  s tudent  i n  soc io logy ,  a s  t y p i c a l  of a  process  
t h a t  many r epor t ed  going through a s  they  made t h e  sudden d e c i s i o n  t o  defy  
a u t h o r i t y .  Roman r e p o r t s  himself a s  sympathet ic  t o  t h e  s t u d e n t s  bu t  no t  
involved i n  t h e  cont roversy  a t  t h a t  p o i n t .  H e  was c r o s s i n g  t h e  p laza  i n  
f r o n t  of Sproul  H a l l  on t h e  way t o  a  luncheon d a t e  when he saw t h e  po- 
l i c e  a r r e s t i n g  Weinberg. He says ,  "I thought ,  ' I t ' s  a p r e t t y  r o t t e n  th ing  
f o r  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  t o  expel  and a r r e s t  someone.' It made me mad t o  s e e  t h e  
u n i v e r s i t y  p u l l i n g  t h i s  t r i c k  t o  punish  a  few . . . . ' I  (quoted i n  Hei r ich ,  
p. 151) .  
Roman r e p o r t s  t h a t  he thought a t  t h a t  moment of a  t a c t i c  descr ibed  by 
c i v i l  r i g h t s  l e a d e r .  Bayard Rus t in  t o  d e a l  w i th  a  s i t u a t i o n  i n  which demon- 
s t r a t o r s  be l ieved  t h a t  
. . . t h e  p o l i c e  were moving u n f a i r l y  a g a i n s t  a n  ind iv idua l  i n  
a n  e f f o r t  t o  i n t i m i d a t e  t h e  rest. Rus t in  would u rge  t h e  group 
t o  confront  t h e  p o l i c e  a s  a u n i t ,  so  t h a t  t h e  latter would have 
t o  d e a l  w i t h  a l l  of them, r a t h e r  t han  w i t h  j u s t  a  few people. 
A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  Roman r e c a l l s ,  he  spoke o u t ,  suggest ing 
t h a t  people s t e p  i n t o  t h e  p a t h  of  t h e  p o l i c e ,  r a t h e r  than  ge t -  
t i n g  o u t  of t h e  way. He had noth ing  s p e c i f i c  i n  mind except  
t o  r e f u s e  t o  coopera te  w i t h  t h i s  a c t  by t h e  p o l i c e .  Af t e r  
he made t h i s  sugges t ion ,  he  was shoved by "a f r a t e r n i t y  type" 
and g o t  angry. 
Roman y e l l e d ,  "Don't move o u t  of t h e  way!" Shoving, 
t h e  p o l i c e  pul led  Jack  Weinberg through t h e  crowd t o  t h e  
c a r  . . . . [Roman] r an  toward t h e  f r o n t  of t h e  c a r  wh i l e  
t h e  p o l i c e  pu t  Weinberg i n  t h e  c a r .  He began y e l l i n g  f o r  
people t o  s i t - d o w n  i n  f r o n t  of t h e  c a r ,  and some obeyed him. 
He r a n  around t o  encourage o t h e r s  t o  do t h e  same, waving 
h i s  arms t o  motion them down. A f e w  o t h e r  people were a l s o  
urg ing  o t h e r s  t o  sit down. For example, he no t i ced  a  grad- 
u a t e  s tuden t ,  whom he d i d n ' t  know by-name bu t  recognized a s  
being from t h e  same department,  encouraging people t o  s i t  
down behind t h e  c a r  (Hei r ich ,  pp. 151-152). 
The p o l i c e  c a r  was held f o r  more than  24 hours  whi le  n e g o t i a t i o n s  
and s t u d e n t  
were c a r r i e d  on by v a r i o u s  f a c u l t y  / i n t e rmed ia r i e s .  Eventua l ly ,  t h e  dem- 
o n s t r a t o r s  r e l e a s e d  t h e  p o l i c e  c a r  a f  ter s tuden t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and 
Un ive r s i t y  P re s iden t  Clark  Kerr s igned a w r i t t e n  agreement. The agreement 
called m a i n l y f o r  a set of procedures  f o r  r e s o l v i n g  t h e  i s s u e s  i n  contro- 
ve r sy ,  i nc lud ing  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of t h e  p r o t e s t o r s  a s  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  t h e  
process .  
The t r u c e  proved temporary, and t h e  c o n f l i c t  b u i l t  t o  a climax i n  
which more than  750 peop&e.were a r r e s t e d  du r ing  t h e  occupat ion of Sproul 
H a l l .  This  massive a c t  of c i v i l  d i sobedience  now appears  a s  a watershed 
i n  t h e  s tuden t  movement of t h e  1960s, f o r  i t  was soon t o  be  followed by 
s i m i l a r  a c t s  a t  many campuses a c r o s s  t h e  count ry  and i n  o t h e r  p a r t s  of t h e  
world dur ing  t h e  remainder of t h e  decade. 
During t h e  same pe r iod ,  a s o c i a l  psychologis t  named Stan ley  Milgram 
designed a f a b r i c a t i o n  t o  exp lo re  a number of fundamental i s s u e s  under ly ing  
obedience t o  a u t h o r i t y .  The paradigmat ic  s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  Milgram c rea t ed  
involves  a s u b j e c t  who i s  asked t o  admin i s t e r  what he  be l i eves  t o  be  a n  in-  
c r e a s i n g l y  p a i n f u l  and, perhaps,  dangerous s e r i e s  of e l e c t r i c  shocks t o  an  
innocent  v ic t im.  The person doing t h e  a sk ing  p l a y s  t h e  r o l e  of a psycholo- 
g i s t  conducting eirperimental work on how punishment a f f e c t s  l ea rn ing .  M i l -  
gram recorded many of  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  on 
2 
f i lm .  
- 
W e  quote an-example of t h e s e  i n t e r a c t i o n s :  
I1 Next one," cont inued Vince, t h e  n a i v e  s u b j e c t  playing t h e  
r o l e  of " teacher ."  "Short:  s en t ence ,  movie, s k i r t ,  time. 
(Af te r  a pause):  "Wrong. 165 v o l t s .  Time." 
He de l ive red  t h e  shock and M r .  Wal-lace, t h e  " l ea rne r , "  
groaned. Vince laughed nervously.  
From i n s i d e  t h e  booth, Wallace shouted,  "Let me out!" 
Vince looked over  a t  t h e  "experimenter ,"  Mr. Williams, 
"That guy 's  h o l l e r i n '  i n  t he re , "  he s a i d  q u i e t l y .  
I I Continue p lease .  Go on," t h e  experimenter i n s t r u c t e d .  
Vince sighed deeply. " W e l l ,  t h e r e ' s  a l o t  of them he re ,  
you know. He's l i a b l e  t o  have a h e a r t  cond i t i on  t h e r e .  
You want me t o  go?" 
" Jus t  cont inue ,  please."  
Vince turned back t o  h i s  s h e e t ,  read ing  with.  a u t h o r i t y ,  "Sharp: axe,  
needle ,  stick, b lade .  (Pause) "Wrong." Vince turned t o  t h e  experi-  
menter w i t h  alarm, " I ' m  up t o  180  volts!". 
M r .  W i l l i a m s  responded . coo l ly ,  "P lease  cont inue ,  t eache r  .'I 
Vince spoke i n t o  t h e  microphone, "You're going t o  g e t  a shock - 
180 v o l t s . "  He pressed t h e  switch.  
Wallace c r i e d  o u t ,  "I c a n ' t  s tand  t h e  pain! Get me o u t  of here!" 
Vince glanced over  a t  Williams, "He c a n ' t  s tand  it. I ' m  n o t  going 
t o  k i l l  t h a t  man i n  t h e r e .  You hear  him h o l l e r i n '  i n  there?"  
"As I s a i d  be fo re ,  t h e  shocks may be  p a i n f u l ,  bu t  they.!r.e no t  danger- 
ous  ," W i l l i a m s  intoned.  
"But h e ' s  h o l l e r i n '  he c a n ' t  s tand  it. What i f  something happens 
t o  him?" 
'1 The experiment r e q u i r e s  t h a t  you cont inue ,  teacher . "  
I I Yeah, b u t ,  heh, I ' m  n o t  going t o  g e t  t h a t  man s i c k  i n  t h e r e .  He's 
h o l l e r i n '  i n  t h e r e .  You,know what I mean, uh, .I mean, h e ' s  . . . 11 
"Whether t h e  l e a r n e r  l i k e s  i t  o r  n o t ,  we must go on u n t i l  h e ' s  
l earned  a l l  t h e  word p a i r s . "  
Vince jumped i n ,  "I r e f u s e  t o  t a k e  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of him ge t -  
t i n g  h u r t  i n  t h e r e .  You know, I mean, h e ' s  i n .  t h e r e  h o l l e r i n .  "' 
"It 's . abso lu t e ly  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t . y o u  cont inue ,  teacher ."  
"Eh, t h e r e ' s  t oo  many of them l e f t .  I mean who's going t o  t a k e  t h e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i f  anything happens t o  t h a t  gentleman?" 
" I ' m  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  anyth ing  - t h a t  happens here,"  Williams 
emphasized. "Continue, p l ease .  I'  
Vince r e tu rned  t o  h i s  s h e e t ,  "Next one. Slow: Walk, dance, t ruck ,  
music. " 
These t h r e e  i n c i d e n t s  a r e  examples of what we c a l l  "encounters  w i th  
u n j u s t  au tho r i ty" .  They a r e  encounters  i n  t h a t  t hey  a r e  s t r i p s  0.f con- 
t inuous ,  face- to-face i n t e r a c t i o n .  They invo lve  a u t h o r i t y  i n  t h a t  i t  i s  
g e n e r a l l y  understood by a l l  p a r t i e s  i n  t h e  encounter  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  one 
p a r t y  has  t h e ' r i g h t  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  r e g u l a t e  some a s p e c t s  of t h e  ac- 
t i o n - o f  t h e  o t h e r s .  Somebody i s  ope ra t ing  i n  an  a u t h o r i t y  r o l e ,  t y p i c a l l y  
a s  an agent  of a  l a r g e r  a u t h o r i t y  system. Other p a r t i c i p a n t s  expect  t o  
be s u b j e c t  t o  some form of attempted r e g u l a t i o n . .  The degree  t o  which par- 
t i c i p a n t s  even tua l ly  submit t o  r e g u l a t i o n  i s  t r e a t e d  as a v a r i a b l e  element 
of an encounter  w i t h  au tho r i ty ,  but  n o t  a s  a  d e f i n i n g  condi t ion .  
What is  t h e  sense  i n  which t h e  encounters  descr ibed  above can be  
s a i d  t o  be  encounters  w i t h  "unjust"  a u t h o r i t y ?  W e  c e r t a i n l y  do n o t  mean 
t h a t  t h e  people i n  a u t h o r i t y  r o l e s  a r e  e v i l  people.  The shop foreman, 
Teefee,  may have been a r r o g a n t  i n  t h e  encounter desc r ibed ,  bu t  h e  may a l s o  
have been an  exemplary c i t i z e n  i n  genera l .  Dean Murphy and O f f i c e r  Chand- 
l e r  w'ere as p o l i t e  a s  coula  be i n  ca r ry ing  o u t  t h e i r  r o l e s  i n  t h e  a r r e s t  
of Weinberg, and t h e r e  i s  no reason t o  t h i n k  them less than  s i n c e r e  and ' 
honorable  men. 
Nor do w e  mean t o  a s s e r t  our  own moral judgments about  t h e s e  en- 
coun te r s  a s  some s o r t  of gene ra l  s tandard  f o r  a l l  t o  adopt .  I n  d e f i n i n g  
t h e  c l a s s  of r e l e v a n t  encounters ,  w e  t a k e  t h e  s t andpo in t  of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  
To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  some p a r t i c i p a n t s  s h a r e  t h e  view t h a t  t h e  unimpeded oper- 
a t i o n  of an  a u t h o r i t y  system on a  given occasion would r e s u l t  i n  an  in jus -  
t i c e ,  we cons ider  t h e  encounter r e l e v a n t  t o  our  concern. 
Note t h a t  t h e  above d e f i n i t i o n  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  such encounters  from 
those  i n  which t h e  unimpeded ope ra t ion  of a n  a u t h o r i t y  system w i l l  produce 
i n e f f i c i e n c i e s .  It is  n o t  d i sapproval  of a u t h o r i t y  a s  such but  a pa r t i c - .  
u l a r  kind of d i sapprova l  t h a t  makes t h e  encounter r e l e v a n t .  An i n j u s t i c e  
i nvo lves  t h e  v i o l a t i o n  of some p r i n c i p l e  about  what i s  f a i r  - t h a t  is, i t  
invo lves  a  moral dimension. 
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It is reasonably c l e a r  i n  t h e  encounters  descr ibed  above t h a t  many . 
of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  unimpeded ope ra t ion  of t h e  a u t h o r i t y  sys- 
t e m  would r e s u l t  i n  an  i n j u s t i c e .  Many workers would have f e l t  t h a t  t h e  
f i r i n g  of t h e  P e t k i n s  b ro the r s  and J o e  Urban was u n j u s t ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of 
whether they  had acted '  c o l l e c t i v e l y  t o  oppose it. Many s t u d e n t s  and fac-  
u l t y  a t  Berkeley would have f e l t  t h a t  t h e  a r r e s t  of Weinberg w a s  u n j u s t ,  
r e g a r d l e s s  of whether they  had c o l l e c t i v e l y  opposed i t .  Many of Milgram's 
s u b j e c t s  made c l e a r  t h a t  they had s t r o n g  misg iv ings  about  adminis te r ing  
such appa ren t ly  s e v e r e  e l e c t r i c  shocks. Those who expressed t h i s  includ- 
ed both  people who refused  to 'comply and people who 'continued t o  comply. 
The i n d i v i d u a l  o r  c o l l e c t i v e  response  t o  t h e  ope ra t ion  of t h e  a u t h o r i t y  
system is t r e a t e d  h e r e  a s  t h e  c r u c i a l  v a r i a b l e  t o  b e  explained r a t h e r  than 
a s  a  d e f i n i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of encounters  w i t h  u n j u s t  a u t h o r i t y .  
Author i ty  systems a r e ,  a s  we know, capable  of v a s t  des t ruc t iveness  
and malevolence. Our d a i l y  newspaper provides  u s  wi th  coun t l e s s  concre te  
examples of governments t h a t  p e r p e t r a t e  i n j u d t i c e - - i n j u s t i c e  not  only 
from our  s tandpoin t  but  from t h a t  of t h e  governments' agen t s ,  s u b j e c t s ,  
and v ic t ims .  How people mobi l ize  t o  cha l l enge  un jus t  a u t h o r i t y  systems 
has  long been a  concern of s o c i a l  t h e o r i s t s .  
S u b s t a n t i a l  cha l lenges  t o  a u t h o r i t y  systems g e n e r a l l y  involve  con- 
s i d e r a b l e  o rgan iza t ion ,  resource  mob i l i za t ion ,  and s t r u g g l e  t h a t  extend 
f a r  beyond what t akes  p l ace  i n  face-to-face encounters . :  -Yet encounters  I 
a r e  f r equen t ly  t h e  occasion f o r  important  events  i n  t h e  l i f e  of sus t a ined  I 
-- __-- 
chal lenges .  I n  t h e  sitdown example, t h e  encounter had consequences f o r  
t h e  r ap id  growth of t h e  United Automobile Workers. The p o l i c e  c a r  c a p t u r e  
w a s  an important  ep isode  i n  t h e  growth of  t h e  Free Speech Movement 
a t  Berkeley a n d . i n  t h e  s tuden t  movement more gene ra l ly .  C o l l e c t i v e  
a c t i o n  f lowing from t h e s e  encounters  l e d  t o  a s u b s t a n t i a l  i n c r e a s e  i n  
t h e  l e v e l  of mob i l i za t ion  of t h e  r e l e v a n t  const- i tuency.  
But'some encounters  have demobil iz ing consequences a s  we l l .  Some- 
t i m e s  t h e  s o l i d a r i t y  of  would-be r e b e l s  i s  undermined and t h e  demoral- 
i z a t i o n  of a cons t i tuency  is  increased .  Some encounters  b r i n g  t h e  
f o r c e s  of r e p r e s s i o n  down upon t h e  heads of cha l l enge r s ,  f r i g h t e n i n g  
them i n t o  compliance and. dep r iv ing  them of c r u c i a l  l e a d e r s .  
Encounters wi th  un jus t  a u t h o r i t y ,  then ,  a r e  p o t e n t i a l  ep isodes  
i n  t h e  long-run c a r e e r  of a sustaiii&d:: cha l lenge  t o  an  a u t h o r i t y  sys- 
tem. What happens i n  such encounters  has  c r i t i c a l  consequences f o r  
t h e  mob i l i za t ion  of resources .  To s tudy  such encounters  i s  t o  s tudy  
a problem i n  micro-mobilization: How do people ,  engaged i n  an encoun- 
t e r  wi th  un jus t  a u t h o r i t y ,  move t o  va ry ing  degrees of r e b e l l i o n  and 
oppos i t ion?  
Con t r a s t s  among Encounters 
This  paper  desc r ibes  and ana lyzes  t h e  MHRC encounter ,  a s p e c i a l  
case  of encounters  w i t h  un jus t  a u t h o r i t y .  Before p r e s e n t i n g  i t  i n  
d e t a i l ,  we s i t u a t e  i t  wi th  r e f e rence  t o  s e v e r a l  p o i n t s  of comparison 
among encounters .  We b r i e f l y  d e s c r i b e  some of t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among 
encounters  t h a t  seem worth making and l o c a t e  t h e  MHRC case  wi th  res- 
pec t  t o  t h e s e  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  
. . .. 
Ind iv idua l  v s .  Co l l ec t ive .  When':people w i t h  a  s i m i l a r . r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p  t o  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  system confront  i t s  agen t s ,  response is  heav i ly  
mediated by group processes .  T h e ' s o l i d a r i t y  o r  cohesiveness  of par- 
t i c i p a n t s ,  problems of coo rd ina t ing  common a c t i o n ,  t h e  degree  of 
consensus about what is happening and what should be  done about i t ,  
a l l  t a k e  on major importance. I n d i v i d u a l  r e b e l l i o n  may c a r r y  on be- 
yond t h e  immediate encounter  but  c o l l e c t i v e  encounters  e s p e c i a l l y  _.: 
r a i s e  t h i s  s p e c t e r .  C o l l e c t i v e  r e b e l l i o n  presages  t h e  emergence of 
a  c o l l e c t i v e  e n t i t y  t h a t  can s u s t a i n  a . . rebe l l ious  s t a t e  beyond t h e  
immediate i n t e r a c t i o n .  
The MHRC c a s e  concerns a  c o l l e c t i v e  encounter  wi th  un jus t  
au thor2 ty .  I n  t h a t  r e s p e c t ,  i t  is  more l i k e  t h e  automobile assem- 
b l y  p l a n t  and Berkeley encounters  t han  i t  is l i k e  t h e  Milgram en- 
counter  . 
Continuing vs .  D i sc re t e .  I n  some encounters ,  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
have a  h i s t o r y  of prev ious  con tac t  and an  expec ta t ion  of f u t u r e  con- 
t a c t .  The encounter  occurs  i n  t h e  context  of r o u t i n i z e d ,  cont inuing  
i n t e r a c t i o n .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  o t h e r  encounters  occur  i n  -- ad hoc, non- 
r o u t i n i z e d  s e t t i n g s .  I n  a  cont inuing  encounter ,  p o t e n t i a l  cha l l enge r s  
have e s t a b l i s h e d  some p a t t e r n  i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  t o  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
a u t h o r i t y  system. Perhaps i t  i s  a r e b e l l i o u s  p a t t e r n ,  perhaps a  com- 
p l i a n t  one, bu t  i n  e i t h e r  c a s e  i t  provides  a  r e l e v a n t  contex t  f o r  
t h e  p re sen t  encounter .  Furthermore, t h e r e  i s  an expec ta t ion  of f u t u r e  
con tac t  t h a t  makes a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  one ' s  p re sen t  a c t i o n s  a  more 
s a l i e n t  i s s u e  i n  cont inuing  encounters .  The p a r t i c i p a n t s  have t o  
live with each other in the future. In contrast, the timelessness of 
discrete encounters frees the participants from many of these constraints. 
The MHRC case concerns a discrete encounter. In that respect, 
it is more like the Berkeley and Milgram encounter and less like the 
auto assembly plant encounter. 
Organized vs. Unorganized Challengers. The potential challengers 
in an encounter may be strangers, acquaintances, friends, kin, com- 
rades, or some mixture of these. They may have an organizational 
infra-structure, or they may lack one. The encounter may be one they 
are anticipating or are deliberately seeking, and they may approach 
it with a detailed contingency plan. Or the encounter may be unex- 
pected and approached with no prior planning or preparation. 
In some encounters, the potential challengers are people who 
have been engaged in past political struggles and are operating within 
a well-coordinated organization. In contrast, the potential challen- 
gers may be composed of previously unacquainted individuals of hetero- 
geneous background. 
The MHRC case concerns a completely unorganized challenger. It 
resembles the Berkeley encounter in this regard and contrasts more 
sharply with the auto assembly plant. Although n~thighl,~organized, 
the workers in the assembly plant knew each other as co-workers, had 
4 formed some friendship networks, and were partially unionized. 
Clear vs. Questionable Availability of Sanctions. The authorities 
in an encounter may have sanctions readily available either because they 
c o n t r o l  such sanc t ions  d i r e c t l y  o r  because they  can quick ly  procure them 
from o t h e r  a u t h o r i t i e s  w i th  enforcement r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  - i f  t h e  need 
a r i s e s .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  a u t h o r i t i e s  may b e  i s o l a t e d  and vu lne rab le ,  l ack ing  
e f f e c t i v e  sanc t ions  i n  t h e  encounter and w i t h  ques t ionab le  a b i l i t y  t o  c a l l  
f o r t h  re inforcements  i f  needed. 
The a u t h o r i t i e s  may approach t h e  encounter  w i t h  p repa ra t ion  and 
planning,  i nc lud ing  a. d e t a i l e d  cont ingency p lan  f o r  u s ing  f o r c e f u l  con- 
s t r a i n t  i f  necessary.  O r  t h e  encounter  may s u r p r i s e  t h e  a u t h o r i t i e s  and 
c a t c h  them unprepared t o  d e a l  w i t h  r e s i s t a n c e  o r  oppos i t ion .  
The MHRC c a s e  concerns an  encounter  i n  which t h e  agent  of a u t h o r i t y  
has  no c l e a r  s a n c t i o n s  a v a i l a b l e .  I n  t h t s  r e s p e c t ,  i t  i s  l i k e  t h e  Milgram 
encounter;  and l e s s  l i k e  t h e  auto-assembly p l a n t  o r  Berkeley encounters .  
I n  sum, t h e  MHRC case.  i s  a  c o l l e c t i v e , ~ ~ ~ d i s c ~ ~ t e  encounter ,  i n  which un- 
organized p o t e n t i a l  cha l l enge r s  o p e r a t i n g  i n  a g e n t i c  r o l e s  confront  an 
a u t h o r i t y  wi th  ques t ionable  s anc t ion ing  a b i l i t y .  
The MHRC S i t u a t i o n  
W e  have chosen t o  s tudy an  encounter  i n  which t h e  agent  of a u t h o r i t y  
has  no c l e a r  s anc t ions ,  a l though p a r t i c i p a n t s  may va ry  i n  t h e i r  percept ion  
of t h i s  f a c t .  They may f e a r  a  s anc t ion ing  power t h a t  does  no t  e x i s t ,  bu t  
we a t tempt  t o  minimize t h e  i s s u e  of  s anc t ions .  By doing t h i s ,  we a r e  a b l e  
t o  focus  a t t e n t i o n  on t h e  moral and psychologica l  bonds t h a t  t i e  p a r t i c i -  
pan t s  t o  a u t h o r i t y  systems, r a t h e r  t han  on compliance t h a t  can be account- 
ed f o r  by inducements and c o n s t r a i n t s .  S ince  we a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  proces- 
s e s  of i n i t i a l  group formation and o r g a n i z a t i o n  a s  c a u s a l  elements i n  r e -  
b e l l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  w e  have chosen t o  s tudy  an  encounter i n  which 
p r i o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  absent .  
The gene ra l  f e a t u r e s  of t h e  MHRC s i t u a t i o n  a r e  t h a t  a  group of 
s t r a n g e r s  is  h i r ed  i n d i v i d u a l l y  by a  l a r g e  company t o  perform a vaguely 
def ined  t a sk .  They d i scove r ,  a f t e r  accep t ing  t h e  job ,  t h a t  t h e  company 
i s  a c t i n g  r ep rehens ib ly  i n  t h e i r  eyes ,  and they  a r e  asked t o  perform a s  .lower 
agen t s  of t h e  company i n  ca r ry ing  o u t  i t s  des igns .  The s i t u a t i o n  un fo lds  
g radua l ly  and provides  a  number of p o i n t s  a t  which t h e  a u t h o r i t y  r e q u e s t s  
s p e c i f i c  a c t s  of compl ic i ty .  
More s p e c i f i c a l l y  , i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  medium-sized towns i n  sou theas t e rn  
Michigan answer an advert isement  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  r e s e a r c h  being conduct- 
ed by a  commercial r e s e a r c h  f i r m  c a l l i n g  i t s e l f  t h e  Manufacturersf Human 
Re la t ions  Consul tan ts  (MHRC). They b e l i e v e  themselves t o  be p a r t i c i p a t -  
ing ,  f o r  a  f e e ,  i n  a  group d i s c u s s i o n  of community s tandards .  Typ ica l ly ,  
e i g h t  o r  n i n e  people,  of d i f f e r e n t  gender and s o c i a l  c l a s s ,  convene i n  
t h e  conference room of a  h o t e l  o r  motor inn. The room inc ludes  video- 
t ap ing  equipment - l i g h t s ,  cameras, microphones, t a p e  deck. Af t e r  having 
them f i l l  ou t  a  s h o r t  ques t ionna i r e ,  t h e  MHRC r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  pays them $10 
as they  s i g n  a  " P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Agreement" which acknowledges t h a t  they  
were w i l l i n g l y  video-taped , rece ived  payment, and t h a t  t h e  t a p e  produced 
i s  t h e  s o l e  proper ty  of t h e  MHRC. 
Af ter p a r t i c i p a n t s  have in t roduced  themselves on camera, t h e  coord in- 
a t o r  exp la ins  t h e  purpose of t h e  s e s s i o n :  t o  record a  group d i scuss ion  of 
a  l e g a l  c a s e  i n  which a c l i e n t  of t h e  MHRC i s  involved. The d i scuss ion  i s  
being recorded f o r  u s e  i n  t h i s  c a s e  which h inges  on some i s s u e s  of commu- 
n i t y  s t anda rds ,  t h a t  i s ,  "what people  cons ider  proper behavior". 
The c a s e  i s  then  descr ibed  i n  moderate d e t a i l  t o  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  
The MHRC c l i e n t ,  a  l a r g e  o i l  company, has  terminated one of i t s  s e r v i c e  
s t a t i o n  managers, who i s  now su ing  them. He charges  t h a t  he has  . .  
been u n j u s t l y  f i r e d  f o r  c r i t i c i z i n g  major o i l  company p r i c i n g  p o l i c i e s  i n  
a  t e l e v i s i o n  "man i n  t h e  s t r e e t "  i n t e r v i e w  and t h a t  t h e  company invaded 
h i s  pr ivacy  by h i r i n g  a  p r i v a t e  d e t e c t i v e  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  h i s  o f f  t h e  job  
behavior.  They c la im they  f i r e d  him because he i s  l i v i n g  w i t h  a  woman 
ou t  of wedlock, which v i o l a t e s  r ea sonab le  s t anda rds  f o r  an employee who 
must d e a l  w i t h  t h e  publ ic .  
Af t e r  a d i s c u s s i o n  i n  which ve ry  few p a r t i c i p a n t s  spontaneously 
t a k e  t h e  s i d e  of t h e  company, t h e  coo rd ina to r  a s k s  t h r e e  members of t h e  
group t o  a rgue  a s  i f  they  a r e  offended by t h e  conduct of t h e  p l a i n t i f f ,  
M r .  C. Af t e r  f u r t h e r  group d i s c u s s i o n  and a  break,  an  a d d i t i o n a l  t h r e e  
people a r e  asked t o  t a k e  t h i s  pro-company view. Af t e r  an a d d i t i o n a l  
break,  everyone i s  asked t o  make a  summary s ta tement  from t h e  viewpoint 
of a  person offended by M r .  C ' s  behavior .  
F i n a l l y ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r e  asked t o  s i g n  a  r e l e a s e  form/aff  i d a v i t  
which g ives  t h e  MHRC permission t o  e d i t  t h e  v ideo  t a p e s  f o r  e a s e  of pre- 
s e n t a t i o n  i n  cou r t .  I f  t hey  r e f u s e  t o  s i g n  t h i s ,  t h e  coo rd ina to r  excuses 
himself t o  check w i t h  h i s  superv isor  and r e t u r n s  s h o r t l y  t o  announce t h a t  
he has been advised t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  agreements which they  signed 
a t  t h e  beginning w i l l  be  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  u s ing  t h e  t apes .  He then  proceeds 
t o  n o t a r i z e  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  agreements and d i smis ses  everybody. 
The coord ina to r ,  i f  chal lenged a t  any p o i n t ,  has  a s c r i p t e d  s e t  of 
responses.  A t  no t ime does he  t h r e a t e n  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  f o r  non-compli- 
ance o r  o f f e r  any inducements f o r  compliance. The coord ina to r  t r e a t s  t h e  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  a s  employees who have been h i r ed  t o  perform a s p e c i f i c  t a sk .  
He te l ls  them what t h e  job  r e q u i r e s  i n  a  p o l i t e ,  s t r a igh t fo rward ,  business- 
l i k e  manner. No ma t t e r  how r e s i s t a n t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r e ,  t h e  coord ina tor  
i s  never h o s t i l e  o r  rude.  Nor i s  h e  ever  v e r y  f r i e n d l y  - no ma t t e r  how 
coopera t ive  they  a r e .  H e  i s  a  supe rv i so r ,  con f iden t  of h i s  a u t h o r i t y ,  
d e a l i n g  w i t h  a  group of subord ina tes .  
I f  t h e  coord ina tor  i s  asked t o  exp la in  why some people a r e  being 
asked t o  t a k e  t h e  company's pe r spec t ive ,  he sugges t s  t h a t  t h e  procedure 
w i l l  make f o r  a l i v e l i e r ,  more p roduc t ive  d i s c u s s i o n  w i t h  more p o i n t s  of 
view developed and considered.  I f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  r e f  u s e '  t o  accept  t h i s  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  he invokes formal a u t h o r i t y  by d e c l a r i n g :  
Look, t h i s  i s  what t h e  r e s e a r c h  c a l l s  f o r  you t o  do. Th i s  
p r o j e c t  has  been designed by p r o f e s s i o n a l  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  and 
t h e s e  a r e  t h e  procedures  t h a t  have been e s t a b l i s h e d .  My in -  
s t r u c t i o n s  h e r e  a r e  q u i t e  e x p l i c i t .  Now we have t o  do. t h i s  
r e s e a r c h  t h e  way i t ' s  supposed t o  be  done. 
I f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  r e f u s e  t o  accep t  t h i s ,  t h e  coo rd ina to r  c a l l s  upon 
them t o  l i v e  up t o  t h e i r  agreement t o  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  t o  f u l f i l l  t h e i r  con- 
t r a c t  w i t h  t h e  MHRC,for which they  have a l r e a d y  been pa id .  I f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
i n s i s t  t h a t  what i s  being asked of them i s  wrong and u n j u s t ,  t h e  c o o r d i n a ~  
t o r  a s s u r e s  them t h a t  t h e  MHRC assumes f u l l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  any problems 
caused by t h e  procedures.  I f  r e s i s t a n c e  s t i l l  con t inues ,  t h e  coord ina tor  
makes one f i n a l  e f f o r t  t o  ga in  compliance b y - r e i t e r a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  r e sea rch  
i s  designed by competent p r o f e s s i o n a l s ,  t h a t  they  have agreed v o l u n t a r i l y  
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  and have been paid f o r  i t ,  and now have an  o b l i g a t i o n  t o  
complete t h e  job. H e  r e j e c t s  any e f f o r t s  by p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  r e t u r n  t h e  
money they  rece ived .  
Rebel l ious  C o l l e c t i v e  Action 
The MHRC f a b r i c a t i o n  is  a  good d e a l  more complex than  t h e  one con- 
f r o n t i n g  Milgram's p o t e n t i a l  cha l l enge r s .  Milgram d e l i b e r a t e l y  confronted 
people w i t h  a  c l e a r  s t imu lus  s i t u a t i o n :  they  recognized t h a t  t h e i r  a c t i o n s  
were caus ing  pa in  t o  another  person. H e  a t tempted t o  frame t h e  s i t u a t i o n  
unambiguously f o r  h i s  s u b j e c t s .  The MHRC encounter ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  r e q u i r e s  
a  more a c t i v e ,  i n t e r p r e t i v e  process  on t h e  p a r t  of p o t e n t i a l  cha l l enge r s .  
Encounters a r e  cha rac t e r i zed  by c e r t a i n  assumptions, u s u a l l y  shared ,  
about t h e  r u l e s  t h a t  govern them and d e f i n e  a p p r o p r i a t e  behavior .  The 
MHRC encounter p r e s e n t s  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i th  a  complex and s u b t l e  problem 
of c o l l e c t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Before p o t e n t i a l  cha l l enge r s  
can move t o  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  t hey  must adopt a common frame about what 
is  happening. The r e l a t i v e  complexity of  t h e  MHRC encounter enables  u s  t o  
observe how t h e  process  of c o l l e c t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  o p e r a t e s  and how it  re-  
l a t e s  t o  r e b e l l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  
While a s imple dichotomy between compliance and non-compliance may 
be s u f f i c i e n t  for:some p u r p o s e s , - i t  obscures  the  complexity of 
thea.l ternatives 'available t o  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and t h e  process  of moving co l -  
l e c t i v e l y  t o  r e b e l l i o u s  a c t i o n .  We d i s t i n g u i s h  f i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  of a c t i o n  
. .. 
t h a t  p a r t i c i p a k t s  can engage i n  by themselves o r  w i th  o t h e r s .  
1. ~omp'l!iance. P a r t i c i p a n t s  are a c t i n g  i n  r o l e  i n  : . r .. '- - , - ,  . 
an a u t h o r i t y  system. They a r e  c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e  r e q u e s t s  of an  a u t h o r i t y  
t o  t h e  b e s t  of t h e i r  a b i l i t y ,  f r e q u e n t l y  a t tempt ing  t o  demonstrate  t h e i r  
competence i n  t h e  process .  They may a s k  ques t ions  of t h e  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  
bu t  t h e s e  a r e  designed t o  c l a r i f y  t h e i r  i n s t r u c t i o n s  r a t h e r  than  t o  re- 
ques t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of procedures .  
2. Evasion. P a r t i c i p a n t s  do n o t  confront  t h e  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  bu t  they  
do no t  perform i n  t h e  c o r r e c t  o r  d e s i r e d  manner. Like t h e  Good So ld i e r  
Schweik, they  a r e  appa ren t ly  compliant ,  b u t ,  i n  p r a c t i c e ,  t h e i r  per for -  
mance i s  marred by e r r o r  from t h e  s t andpo in t  of a u t h o r i t i e s .  They a t tempt  
t o  avoid s u r v e i l l a n c e  so  t h a t  a  con f ron ta t ion  can be  avoided. Any f a i l u r e  
t o  comply is  i m p l i c i t  and no t  openly acknowledged by t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  
Face-to-face encounters  may make such evasion d i f f i c u l t  a s  a  s t a b l e  
s t r a t e g y .  Some of Milgram's s u b j e c t s  t r i e d  t o  cue  t h e  " learner"  whom they 
were shocking by emphasizing t h e  c o r r e c t  answer a s  t hey  read t h e  l i s t  of 
words t o  choose from. This  proved t o t a l l y  i n e f f e c t i v e ,  s i n c e  t h e  " learn-  
er"  was, i n  f a c t ,  a  conf e d e r a t e  of t h e  experiment.  However, when t h e  ex- 
perimenter re layed  i n s t r u c t i o n s  p v e r  t h e  te lephone and t h e r e  was no d i r e c t  
s u r v e i l l a n c e ,  t h i s  evasion s t r a t e g y  became much more f e a s i b l e .  Many sub- 
j e c t s  f a i l e d  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  shock l e v e l  a s  i n s t r u c t e d  wi thout  acknowledg- 
ing  t h i s  f a c t .  Th i s  g i v e s  us.good reason  t o  expect t h a t  evasion would 
have been a  more widely used a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  Milgrams's endounter Sf ' h i s  
design had permi t ted  i t  a s  an e f f e c t i v e  p o s s i b l i l i t y .  
3. Dissent .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  p u b l i c l y  express  o b j e c t i o n  t o  t h e  way i n  
which a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e  a c t i n g ,  by i n  some way c r i t i c i z i n g  o r  denouncing 
them o r  t h e i r  behavior .  We inc lude  h e r e  a l s o  demands f o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of 
procedures  which imply c r i t i c i s m .  The i n t e n s i t y  of d i s s e n t  may va ry  from 
p a r t i c i p a n t s p o l i t e l y  express ing  doub t s  about  whether a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e  a c t -  
ing proper ly  t o  ha r sh  denunci-at i o n s - ~ , ~  them.. , . . 
Milgram wise ly  recognizes  t h e  s u b t l e  n a t u r e  of d i s s e n t  a s  a  chal: 
l enge  t o  an a u t h o r i t y  system: 
Dissent  r e f e r s  t o  a  s u b j e c t ' s  express ion  of disagreement 
wi th  t h e  cou r se  of a c t i o n  p re sc r ibed  by t h e  experimenter .  
But t h i s  v e r b a l  d i s p u t e  does  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  mean t h a t  t h e  
s u b j e c t  w i l l  d i sobey  t h e  experimenter ,  f o r  d i s s e n t  s e r v e s  
a dual and conflicting function. On the one 
hand, it may be the first step in a progressive 
rift between the subject and the experimenter, a 
testing of the experimenter's intentions, and an 
attempt to persuade him to alter his course of 
action. But, paradoxically, it may also serve as 
a strain-reducing mechanism, a valve that allows 
the subject to blow off steam without altering his 
course of action. Dissent may occur without rup- 
turing hierarchical bonds and thus belongs~to an 
order of experience that is qualitatively discon- 
tinuous with disobedience (1974, p. 161). 
4. Resistance. Participants openly refuse to do what the authori- 
ties ask them to do. This differs from evasion in that the noncompliance 
is complete, open, and acknowledged. Whereas evasion involves slyly 
botching the performance of a role, resistance involves breaking out 
of the role altogether. 
Acknowledgment of non-compliance forces the authority to respond 
in some fashion. The authority may explicitly.ratify the non-compliance 
by withdrawing the request for compliance or implicitly ratify it by 
making no effort to enforce or repeat the request. Usually, however, 
participants who sustain resistance must withstand the pressing of 
demands for compliance by authorities accompanied by implicit or ex- 
plicit threat of sanctions for non-compliance. 
5. Struggle. Participants take action aimed beyond the encounter 
to stop the authority system from perpetrating the injustice. Parti- 
cipants may try to persuade countervailing authorities to constrain 
the unjust authority or undo him altogether. Or, they may plan to 
mobilize resources to deal with the unjust authority in other ways. 
Struggle goes beyond noncompliance and pro-actively seeks to change 
the authority system through efforts that reach past the end of the 
encounter. 
This category is ignored by Milgram but is of prime importance 
in linking encounters to sustained mobilization efforts. Even collec- 
tive resistance by one group will have little impact if there are 
other groups of people to take their place in line. Refusing to act 
as the agent of an unjust authority may save: one's individual con- 
science, but the authority system may be able to obtain other agents 
to do its work. 
Struggle represents a critical level of action beyond resistance. 
It could have been manifested in the Milgram encounter by participants 
not only refusing to continue but making efforts to prevent the research 
from continuing. One obvious channel for such efforts is public ex- 
posure by going to a newspaper to rally public opposition or going to 
Yale University officials in an effort to get them to exercise benign 
authority in discontinuing the research. Milgram did not apparently 
ask those who refused to comply whether they planned to take further 
action after leaving the laboratory, but;prior to being dehoaxed, some 
of them may well have intended to. 
The Difficulty of Challenging Authority 
The agentic role is an extremely difficult one from which to launch 
an attack on authority. There is a series of forces that hold one in 
role, making compliance the natural state. Milgram argues that there 
is a tendency for those in such a role to develop a particular mental 
set or state of consciousness that he calls the "agentic state." It 
is a condition a person is in: 
. . . when he sees himself as an agent for carrying 
out another person's wishes. This term will be used 
in opposition to that of autonomy--that is, when a 
person sees himself as acting on his own . . . . A 
person entering an authority system no longer views 
himself as acting out of his own purposes but rather 
comes to see himself as an agent for executing the 
wishes of another person. Once an individual con- 
ceives his action in this light, profound altera- 
tions occur in his behavior and his internal func- 
tioning (p. 133) .' 
This state of consciousness, Milgram suggests, removes from the in- 
dividual the sense of responsibility for his own actions. As an agent 
of another'srwill, one is no longer choosing but simply carrying out 
a set of well-defined expectations. Participants who are fully engaged 
in an agentic role have a difficult time even conceiving of the possi- 
bility of rebellion. They must break out of this way of framing the 
situation and the role behavior appropriate to it before rebellious 
action can occur. 
Just how compelling such a state is depends on the nature of one's 
role in the authority system. Engagement is likely to be highest for 
agents such as managers or enforcers, somewhat less for agents such as 
employees o r  s u b j e c t s ,  and weaker s t i l l  f o r  those i n  genera l  publ ic  
r o l e s  such a s  spec ta to r .  Nevertheless,  even agents  i n  an MZIRC encounter 
f i n d  a s e r i e s  of  s t rong  fo rces  opera t ing  t o  hold them i n  ro le :  
1. Se l f - In te res t .  S e l f - i n t e r e s t  i s  a proven p o l i t i c a l  motivator.  
One might w e l l  expect t h a t  the  primary concern of MHRC p a r t i c i p a n t s  
would be t o  cover t h e i r  own r e a r .  I n  f a c t ,  many d i f f e r e n t  aspects  of 
s e l f - i n t e r e s t  combine t o  hold people i n  t h e  agen t i c  r o l e :  
F i r s t ,  t h e r e  is t h e  i s s u e  of sanct ions .  Although the  coordinator  
never th rea tens  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  w e  went t o  some l eng ths  t o  make the  
MHRC appear r i c h  and powerful. P o t e n t i a l  chal lengers  might w e l l  have 
regarded i t  a s  a formidable opponent t o  a t t a c k ,  one t h a t  is  a b l e  and 
w i l l i n g  t o  pursue an adversary wi th  l e g a l  sanct ions ,  f o r  example. The 
MHRC presented a pub l i c  f r o n t  of a l a r g e  n a t i o n a l  corporat ion with i t s  
main o f f i c e  i n  Dal las ,  Texas and a branch i n  southeas tern  Michigan, 
the  l a r g e s t  f i rm i n  the  country performing marketing and personnel 
se rv ices  f o r  indust ry .  A s  long a s  one complies, t h e r e  i s  no danger 
of negative sanc t ions ,  but  a chal lenger  f aces  some poss ib le  r e t a l i a t i o n .  
The very uncer ta in ty  may encourage d i f f u s e  and i r r a t i o n a l  f e a r s  i n  t h i s  
regard. 
Second, an e t h i c  of minding one 's  own business helps t o  maintain 
t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e ;  I n  t h e  MHRC encounter ,  Mr. C i s  unknown t o  t h e  p a r t i c i -  
pants ,  a d i s t a n t  v i c t i m  of t h e  MHRC's o i l  company c l i e n t  whom they  w i l l  
never need t o  look  i n  t h e  eye. "Distance,  t ime and phys i ca l  b a r r i e r s  
n e u t r a l i z e  t h e  moral sense ,"  Mflgram w r i t e s  (1974, p. 157) .  I f  p o t e n t i a l  
cha l l enge r s  remain i n  t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e ,  they  w i l l  b e  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  an  
i n j u s t i c e  a t  a  g r e a t  d i s t a n c e .  It is a  f a r  c r y  from p res s ing  a  person ' s  
hand onto a n  e l e c t f i c  shock g r i d  a s  Milgram's s u b j e c t s  were asked t o  do i n  
one v a r i a t i o n .  There i s  l i t t l e  i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  t o  propel  them t o  t a k e  
u n c e r t a i n  personal  r i s k s  i n  opposing t h e  MHRC when they  can e a s i l y  enough 
go along without  ever  having t o  f a c e  t h e  d i r e c t  consequences. 
Third,  t h e r e  is  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  p revent ing  a n  i n j u s t i c e  t o  M r .  C i s  a  
c o l l e c t i v e  good. P o t e n t i a l  c h a l l e n g e r s  a r e  t o l d  t h a t  many groups of peo- 
p l e  a r e  hold ing  s i m i l a r  d i s c u s s i o n s  of community s t anda rds .  I f  they  per- 
s o n a l l y  r e f u s e  t o  comply wi th  w h a t . t h e  a u t h o r i t y  a s k s ,  i t  w i l l  have l i t t l e  
i f  any e f f e c t  on t h e  outcome of M r .  C ' s  case .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  oth-  
e r s  succeed i n  a t t a c k i n g  t h e  MHRC and prevent ing  t h e  i n j u s t i c e  t o  M r .  C, 
they  w i l l  have gained t h e  b e n e f i t s  .without  t ak ing  pe r sona l  r i s k s .  E i t h e r  
way, no th ing  i s  gained pe r sona l ly  by r h k i n g  a n  unpleasant  scene and per- 
haps even p o s s i b l e  s anc t ions .  
2.  Ob l iga t ions  t o  Legi t imate  Author i ty .  It i s  important  t o  recog- 
n i z e ,  as Milgram does ,  t h a t .  a u t h o r i t y  systems e x e r t  t h e i r  own moral c laim 
f o r  compliance. When a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e  regarded a s  l e g i t i m a t e  and a c t i n g  
wi th in  t h e i r  domain of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e  makes a  moral -. 
claini on t h e  incumbent. A s  Milgram p u t s  i t ,  t h e  moral concerns of a  person 
i n  such an  encounter focus  on: 
. . . how w e l l  he  i s  l i v i n g  up t o  t h e  expec ta t ions  t h a t  t h e  
a u t h o r i t y  has  of him. I n  wartime, a s o l d i e r  does  n o t  a s k  . .  .. 
whether i t  i s  good o r  bad t o  bomb a hamlet;  he  does  n o t  
exper ience  shame o r  g u i l t  i n  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of a  v i l l a g e :  
r a t h e r  he f e e l s  p r i d e  o r  shame depending on how we l l  he  has 
performed t h e  mission ass igned  t o  him (1974, p. 8) .  
A u t h o r i t i e s  t y p i c a l l y  o p e r a t e  w i t h  a  presumption of leg i t imacy.  The 
a u t h o r i t y  i n  t h e  Milgram encounter was b u t t r e s s e d  by t h e  l e g i t i m a t i n g  ideol -  
ogy of sc ience .  Th i s  ideology was i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  embedded i n  Yale Univer- 
s i t y ,  bu t  t h e  presumption of l eg i t imacy  was appa ren t ly  s t i l l  ope ra t ing  i n  
h i s  Bridgeport  vers ion .  I n  t h i s  v a r i a t i o n  of h i s  b a s i c  f a b r i c a t i o n ,  M i l -  
gram invented a f i c t i t i o u s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  c a l l i n g  i t s e l f  "Research Assoc ia tes  
of Br idgepor t  , I f  which conducted t h e  experiment i n  r en t ed  o f f  i c e s  i n  a  com- 
merc i a l  bu i ld ing  i n  t h e  downtown shopping a r e a  of Bridgeport .  
Even such f i c t i t i o u s  e n t i t i e s  a s  t h e  MHRC and Research Assoc ia tes  of 
Bridgeport  seem a b l e  t o  o p e r a t e  on a  presumption of leg i t imacy t h a t  a l lows  
t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  make a  moral c la im on p a r t i c i p a n t s .  The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  po- 
t e n t i a l  c h a l l e n g e r s  have v o l u n t a r i l y  agreed t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  induces a  sense  
of commitment and o b l i g a t i o n  t h a t  o p e r a t e s  as a f o r c e  t o  keep them i n  t h e  
a g e n t i c  r o l e .  
3. Face-Work. Encounters w i t h  a u t h o r i t y  a r e  a  s p e c i a l  c a s e  of en- 
coun te r s  more g e n e r a l l y ,  and t h e r e  are f a c t o r s  ope ra t ing  i n  a l l  face-to- 
f a c e  i n t e r a c t i o n  t h a t  r e s t r a i n  cha l lenge .  Goffman (1959) has done t h e  most 
t o  make u s  aware of such f a c t o r s .  Every s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  i s  b u i l t  upon a  
working consensus among t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  One of i t s .  ch ie f  premises i s  
t h a t  once a  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n  has  been pro jec ted  and agreed upon 
by p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  t h e r e  s h a l l  be  no cha l l enge  t o  it. Disrupt ion  of t h e  work- 
ing  consensus has  t h e  cha rac t e r  of moral t r ansg res s ion .  Under no circum- 
s t a n c e s  i s  open c o n f l i c t  about  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n  compatible 
w i t h  p o l i t e  exchange. 
When an  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t s  a  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n  and 
then  makes a n  i m p l i c i t  o r  e x p l i c i t  c la im t o  be  a  person of a  
p a r t i c u l a r  k ind ,  he  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  e x e r t s  a  moral demand upon 
t h e  o t h e r s ,  o b l i g i n g  them t o  v a l u e  and treat him i n  t h e  manner 
t h a t  persons of h i s  kind have a  r i g h t  t o  expect  (p. 185) .  
Milgram, desc r ib ing  some of t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  hold a  p a r t i c i p a n t  i n  
t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e ,  i nc ludes  " p o l i t e n e s s  on h i s  p a r t ,  h i s  d e s i r e  t o  uphold 
h i s  i n i t i a l  promise of a i d  t o  t h e  experimenter ,  and t h e  awkwardness of 
withdrawal" (1974, p. 7 ) .  Most people,  i t  seems, d o n ' t  l i k e  t o  c r e a t e  a  
scene,  and a  cha l l enge  t o  a u t h o r i t y  w i l l  do j u s t  t h a t .  It w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y  
d i s r u p t  t h e  smooth f low of i n t e r a c t i o n  and w i l l  perhaps lead  t o  an  awkward 
and unpleasant  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  exchange. Face-work cons ide ra t ions ,  then ,  oper- 
a t e  t o  keep t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  func t ion ing  i n  t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e .  
4. R e i f i c a t i o n .  Author i ty  systems a r e  products  of human c o n t r o l ,  but  
t h i s  i s  sometimes f o r g o t t e n  by t h o s e  who p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  them. Milgram c a l l s  
t h i s  r e i f i c a t i o n  process  "counter anthropomorphism": 
For decades psycho log i s t s  have d i scussed  t h e  p r i m i t i v e  tendency 
among men t o  a t t r i b u t e  t o  inanimate  o b j e c t s  and f o r c e s  t h e  qual- 
i t i e s  of t h e  human spec i e s .  A coun te rva i l i ng  tendency, however, 
is  t h a t  of a t t r i b u t i n g  an impersonal  q u a l i t y  t o  f o r c e s  t h a t  a r e  
e s s e n t i a l l y  human i n  o r i g i n  and maintenance. Some people t r e a t  
systems of human o r i g i n  a s  i f  t hey  ex i s t ed  above and beyond 
any human agen t ,  beyond t h e  c o n t r o l  of whim o r  human f e e l i n g .  
. , 
The human element behind agenc ie s  and i n s t i t u t i o n s  is  denied 
(P. 8) .  
There is  one a spec t  of t h e  MHRC encounter  t h a t  may p a r t i c u l a r l y  en- 
courage such r e i f i c a t i o n .  The coord ina to r  responds i n  ways t h a t  imply 
t h a t  h e  i s  an agent  of a  l a r g e r  system i n  which he i s  but  one cog. For 
example, when pressed on t h e  procedures ,  one of h i s  responses  is  t o  a s s e r t  
t h a t  t h e  "p ro j ec t  has  been designed by p ro fe s s iona l  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  and t h e s e  
a r e  t h e  procedures  t h a t  have been e s t a b l i s h e d .  My i n s t r u c t i o n s  h e r e  a r e  
q u i t e  e x p l i c i t . "  P o t e n t i a l  c h a l l e n g e r s  might we l l  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  coordi-  
n a t o r  and they  a r e  a l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  some e x t e r n a l  e n t i t y  over which none 
of them has any c o n t r o l .  R e i f i c a t i o n ,  t hen ,  i s  another  f o r c e  t o  maintain 
t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e .  
Breaking o u t  of t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e  is  only  ha l f  t h e  b a t t l e  i n  mobiliz- 
i ng  f o r  r e b e l l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  Even without  t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e ,  it i s  
no easy t a s k  f o r  a group of p rev ious ly  unacquainted people t o  organize  them- 
s e l v e s  f o r  an  a t t a c k  on a u t h o r i t y .  The MHRC encounter con f ron t s  p a r t i c i -  
pan t s  w i th  a  problem of i n t e r p r e t i n g  a complex s e t  of unfo ld ing  events .  It 
i s  n o t  always c l e a r  how o t h e r s  have i n t e r p r e t e d  what i s  happening, and it 
is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a r r i v e  a t  a shared a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h e  working consensus 
which t h e  a u t h o r i t y  has  imposed. 
Nor do they  have any previous  exper ience  working toge the r  on a  common 
t a sk .  They have no e s t a b l i s h e d  working r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o r  h i e ra rchy  of lead-  
e r s h i p  t h a t  would ease t h e  problems of coord ina t ing  a c t i o n .  They do no t  
even t h i n k  of themselves a s  a  group, bu t  a s  a  c o l l e c t i o n  of i n d i v i d u a l s  w i th  
t h e  f l i m s i e s t  of common bonds. To embark on r e b e l l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  
wi th  such a haphazard group of shipmates  i s  l i k e l y  t o  seem foolhardy  t o  
many. They do n o t  know t o  what e x t e n t  they  can count on t h e i r  f e l l ow par- 
t i c i p a n t s  should a storm develop,  and they  have no way of f i n d i n g  ou t  un- 
t i l  i t  may be too  l a t e  t o  t u r n  back. 
Responses t o  t h e  MHRC Encounter 
Between t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of e luding  t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e  and t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  
of s t r a n g e r s  o rgan iz ing  themselves,  r e b e l l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  might we l l  
seem improbable i n  t h e  MHRC encounter.  I n  f a c t  i t  occu r s  f r equen t ly  and i n  
v a r i o u s  forms. I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  we summarize t h e  responses  we observed i n  
33 i t e r a t i o n s  of t h e  MHRC encounter.  There i s  cons ide rab le  v a r i a b i l i t y  
among t h e  33 groups. Th i s  i s  no t  s u r p r i s i n g ,  s i n c e  we intended t o  produce 
v a r i a b i l i t y  and d e l i b e r a t e l y  a l t e r e d  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  under which some of 
t h e  groups were run. P a r t i c i p a n t s ,  faced  w i t h  a  d i f f i c u l t  s i t u a t i o n ,  im-  
provised i n  v a r i o u s  ways, some of them q u i t e  ingenious .  From our  p re sen t  
vantage p o i n t ,  we can s e e  p a t t e r n  and o rde r  i n  t h e s e  responses ,  but  t h e  en- 
coun te r s ,  a s  even t s ,  were extremely r i c h  and i d i o s y n c r a t i c .  
Eventua l ly ,  we hope t o  account f o r  some of t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
groups w i t h  a  sys temat ic  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  and video-tapes 
t h a t  comprise our  d a t a  set. Since d a t a  r educ t ion  and a n a l y s i s  is s t i l l  i n  
progress ,  we p r e f e r  t o  l i m i t  ou r se lves  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t o  a  summary descr ip-  
t i o n ,  ignor ing  important  d i f f e r e n c e s  among groups t h a t  might account f o r  
v a r i a t i o n .  We w i l l  a l s o  omit t h e  methodological  and procedura l  d e t a i l s  
t h a t  a  r eade r  would need t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e  d a t a  we p re sen t  
and how w e l l  w e  met our  o b l i g a t i o n s  t o  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  
A l l  of t h e  33 groups s e t t l e d  i n t o  r o l e  wi thout  d i f f i c u l t y .  A l l  of 
t h e  261 p a r t i c i p a n t s  obed ien t ly  completed our  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s ,  introduced 
themselves t o  t h e  camera a s  asked,  and began a  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  ca se  a s  
asked. A l l  except  one group signed t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  agreement i n  which 
they  acknowledged t h a t  they  were w i l l i n g l y  v ideotaped ,  rece ived  payment, 
and t h a t  t h e  t a p e  produced was t h e  s o l e  p rope r ty  of t h e  MHRC. The r e s i s t -  
ing  group followed t h e  l ead  of a  r e t i r e d  book e d i t o r  from a l o c a l  publ ish-  
ing  house who suggested t h a t  he never signed anyth ing  i n  advance. The 
exchange w a s  p o l i t e  and reasonable ,  b u t  t h i s  unusual  response foreshadowed 
l a t e r  f i reworks .  Even t h i s  group complied w i l l i n g l y  enough wi th  t h e  r e -  
mainder of  t h e  c o o r d i n a t o r ' s  benign i n s t r u c t i o n s .  
The c o o r d i n a t o r ' s  f i r s t  t r a n s g r e s s i o n  occurs  when he a sks  one-third 
of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  each group t o  "argue a s  i f  you were members of t h e  
community who are offended by Mr. C ' s  behavior  . I 1  A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  t h e  groups 
. .  . 
d i v e r g e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  I n  s ix t een -  of t h e  33 groups,  more than one-third of 
t h e  group members e i t h e r  p u b l i c l y  r e g i s t e r e d  a n  e x p l i c i t  p r o t e s t  a g a i n s t  
t h i s  procedure,  o r  p u b l i c l y  re fused  t o  comply w i t h  i t .  The people r e g i s t e r -  
ing  d i s s e n t  o r  r e s i s t a n c e  were n o t  restricted by any means t o  those  who had 
been asked t o  g i v e  f a l s e  opin ions .  
I n  two of t h e s e  s i x t e e n  groups, d i s s e n t  became gene ra l  r e s i s t a n c e ,  . 
and t h e  coo rd ina to r  was unable t o  ga in  s u f f i c i e n t  compliance t o  proceed. A 
d e s c r i p t i o n  of one of t h e s e  scenes p rov ides  a r i c h e r  sense  of t h e  in te r - - -  
a c t i o n  a t  t h a t  po in t :  
M r .  Ryt ina ,  t h e  coo rd ina to r ,  en t e red  t h e  room, turned o f f  t h e  
t a p e  deck,  andapproached t h e  group: "That was f a i r l y  l i v e l y  
t h e r e ,  and I t h i n k  w e  can move on t o  t h e  second ques t ion .  
But f o r  t h i s  ques t ion ,  we ' re  going  t o  make an  adjustment  i n  
t h e  procedure here .  What we ' re  going t o  do on t h i s  ques t ion  . 
i s  w e ' r e  going t o  a s k  Dick, and Linda,  and Jean  - t h i s  has  
been done by a random procedure - t o  t a k e  t h e  p o i n t  of view 
of someone i n  t h e  community who's offended by M r .  C ' s  behavior .  
Ca r l  i n t e r j e c t e d ,  "Would you mind l eav ing  t h e  t a p e  on whi le  
you say  t h i s ? "  
Rytina responded, "Well, t h i s  is s tandard  procedure here." 
Ca r l  r epea t ed ,  "Would you mind l e a v i n g  t h e  t a p e  on whi le  you- 
g i v e  u s  t h e s e  i n s t r u c t i o n s ,  so  t h a t  i t  doesn ' t  appear . . . 11 
"That ' s  n o t  what my i n s t r u c t i o n s  c a l l  f o r  me t o  do," Rytina 
i n t e r r u p t e d .  "That would be ,  I guess ,  a waste  of tape .  But 
I c e r t a i n l y .  . . I j u s t  fo l low t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s . "  
C a r l  sounded incredulous.  "You ' re t e l l i n g  somebody t o  pre- 
tend ,  and you ' r e  g e t t i n '  a  video-tape of them pre tending ,  
b u t  you ' re  n o t  p u t t i n '  on t h e  t a p e  t h a t  you',re t e l l i n '  them 
t o  pretend?" 
"If you no t i ced  what happened h e r e  i n  t h i s  f i r s t  d i s cuss ion ,  i t  
was 1 a r g e l y . t h e  c a s e  t h a t  most people were on t h e  same s i d e .  
And w e  found i n  t h e  p a s t  t h a t  you can g e t  a  much more l i v e l y  - 
and f u l l e r  - d i scuss ion  i f  t h e r e  a r e  some d i f f e r e n c e s  of opin- 
ion  wi th in  t h e  group. And so  we ' re  ask ing  t h e s e  t h r e e  people 
t o  t a k e  t h e  p o i n t  of view of someone who's offended by M r .  C ' s  
behavior ,  so  w e  can g e t  a l i v e l i e r  d i scuss ion ."  
The group s t i f f e n e d  dur ing  R y t i n a ' s  a t tempt  t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  
procedure. Linda and Frank exchanged looks  of d i s b e l i e f ,  
then  Frank looked away and s lowly shook h i s  head. Linda s t a r e d  
a t  t h e  coo rd ina to r ,  he r  mouth agape. When Rytina f i n i s h e d  h i s  
s ta tement ,  members of t h e  group who had previous ly  been s i l e n t  
jumped i n t o  t h e  f r ay .  Over t h e  angry murmurings of s e v e r a l  
people,  Frank i n t e r j e c t e d ,  "But i f  t h a t ' s  n d t  a p o i n t  t h a t  
they  . . . " Linda i n s i s t e d  loud ly ,  "I don ' t  f e e l  t h a t  way. 
I f  I don ' t  f e e l  t h a t  way, I ' m  n o t  going t o  a c t  l i k e  I do! E s -  
p e c i a l l y  on t h e  tape!" 
Rytina began t o  stumble. "Well, no, i t ' s  n o t  . . . now, i t ,  i t ,  
i t ' s  r e a l l y  . . . I ' m  s u r e  y o u ' l l  f i n d  t h a t  i t ' s  f i r s t  q u a l i t y .  
I t 's  much e a s i e r  t o  do when you make an  e f f o r t  t o  j u s t  s i t  and 
t h i n k  f o r  a  minute . . . I I 
Linda looked a t  Carl: " I ' m  n o t  going t o  a c t  i n  some way I 
don ' t  f e e l . "  
Rytina p e r s i s t e d ,  "There a r e  people  l i k e  t h a t  i n  t h e  world 
who f e e l  t h a t  way, and we ' re  a sk ing  you t o  a c t  a s  i f  you f e e l  
t h a t '  way." 
Linda looked away, shaking her  head i n  d i s g u s t .  The o the r  
group -members s a t  s i l e n t l y ,  eyeing t h e  coo rd ina to r .  
Rytina cont inued,  "And y o u ' l l  s e e ,  i f  you t r y  t h a t ,  how much 
l i v e l i e r  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  g e t s ,  and how much b e t t e r  t h i s  whole 
t h ing  w i l l  work then." 
Various group members began t o  mumble inaud ib ly  among them- 
se lves .  Having regained c o n t r o l  of  t h e  f l o o r ,  Rytina f i n -  
i shed  h i s  i n s t r u c t i o n s .  "So l e t  m e  a s k  you t o  t r y  t h a t ,  okay? 
And we can move i n t o  t h e  second ques t ion ,  and i f  you t h r e e  
people w i l l  t a k e  t h e  p o i n t  of view of someone offended by 
M r .  C!s behavior  . . . 1 I 
He then  l e f t  t h e  room, tu rn ing  on t h e  t a p e  deck a s  he ex i t ed .  
Rebecca pronounced t r iumphant ly ,  a s  t h e  coord ina tor  depa r t ed ,  . -.. 
"This,  l a d i e s  and gentlemen, Is what Watergate i s  a l l ' a b o u t . "  
The group roared wi th  l augh te r .  
Linda leaned back i n  her  c h a i r ,  s t i l l  smi l ing ,  and a s s e r t e d ,  
11 I ' m  n o t  going t o  say  anything." 
Frank mumbled, "I mean, I ' l l  t a k e  t h e  money, bu t  t h i s  is  t h e  
most l u d i c r o u s  a f te rnoon.  . . . 11 
"I t h i n k  we should obj  e c t  06 ~ r i n c i p l e . "  
Randy added, "I know one th ing :  i t ' s  a g a i n s t  my personal  t h ing  
t o  t r y  t o ,  uh, go a g a i n s t  my own ideas ."  
The coord ina tor  never does succeed i n  g e t t i n g  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  group 
t o  comply, and .be fo re  t h e  a f te rnoon i s  ove r ,  t h e  group becomes h ighly  mo- 
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s t rong  pub l i c  d i s s e n t  i n  14 of them, t h e  coo rd ina to r  does g e t  s u f f i c i e n t  
compliance w i t h  h i s  i n s t r u c t i o n s  t o  proceed. 
I n  some of t h e s e  31  groups, compliance was ambiguous a t  best' .  People 
evaded t h e  t a s k ,  g iv ing  s a r c a s t i c  o r  exaggerated responses.  I n  one group, 
a  p a r t i c i p a n t  doing h i s  b e s t  t o  sound l i k e  Gabby Hayes in toned ,  "Next t o  ma 
0 
waaf, m a  c a r  i s  ma f a v r i t t  thang,  an '  a h  a i n ' t  sending n e i t h e r  of '.em t u h  
t h e t  gas  s to i shen ."  Another group member followed h i s  comment w i t h  her  own 
s e r i o u s  bu t  s t i l l  only  half-compliant s ta tement ,  "Well, I f e e l  t h a t  i f ,  um, 
you ' re  a pub l i c  s e r v a n t ,  and you ' re  working f o r  a  company t h a t  you ' r e  i n  t h e  
pub l i c  eye a l l  t h e  time. .Then I suppose t h a t  you do have' t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  t o  
uphold c e r t a i n  s tandards .  But I a l s o  do n o t  a g r e e  w i t h  v i o l a t i o n  of p r i -  . .  
v a t e  r i g h t s .  I want t h a t  made c l e a r . "  
I n  many groups, compliance was s u b s t a n t i a l .  Those who hadn ' t  been 
asked t o  g i v e  f a l s e  op in ions  sometimes o f f e r e d  sugges t ions  and a s s i s t a n c e  
t o  t hose  who were a t tempt ing  t o  comply. I n  most groups dur ing  t h i s  phase 
of t h e  encounter ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  r eac t ed  on an i n d i v i d u a l  b a s i s ,  and some- 
t imes t ens ion  was apparent  among group members fo l lowing  d i f f e r e n t  stra- 
t e g i e s .  I n  a few groups, p a r t i c i p a n t s  o s c i l l a t e d  d rama t i ca l ly ,  advocat ing 
r e s i s t a n c e  wi th  one b r e a t h  and compliance w i t h  t h e  next .  Throughout t h i s  
per iod ,  r e s i s t a n c e  and p r o t e s t  became more p reva len t  i n  a l l  groups,  bu t  
t h i s  progress ion  was t y p i c a l l y  h a l t i n g  and i r r e g u l a r .  
The f i n a l  scene  be fo re  p re sen t ing  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i t h  t h e  a f f i d a -  
v i t s  has  t h e  coo rd ina to r  ask ing  everyone t o  make a  summary s tatement  sup- 
po r t ing  t h e  o i l  company. By t h e  end of t h i s  scene,  29 of t h e . 3 3  groups 
have had one-third or .more  d i s s e n t i n g  o r  r e s i s t i n g  a t  some p o i n t ,  and 14 of 
t h e s e  had two-thirds  o r  more d i s s e n t i n g  o r  r e s i s t i n g  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
scene. Some conf ron ta t ion  between t h e  group and t h e  coord ina tor  was typ- 
i c a l  a t  t h i s  po in t .  
Given t h e  e a r l i e r  h i s t o r y  of t h e  encounter ,  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  
a f f i d a v i t  f o r  t h e i r  s i g n a t u r e s  i s  a moment of cons ide rab le  t ens ion  i n  many 
groups. The a f f i d a v i t  states: 
I hereby permit t h e  Manufacturers '  Human Re la t ions  Consul tan ts  
t o  u t i l i z e  video-tapes of a  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  which I p a r t i c i p a t e d  
on t h i s  d a t e .  During t h e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  I was aware t h a t  my com- 
ments. -were  being recorded.  F u r t h e r ,  i t  i s  understood t h a t  
such t a p e s  w i l l  be  submitted t o  t h e  United S t a t e s  D i s t r i c t  
Court f o r  t h e  Eas t e rn  D i s t r i c t  of Michigan, Southern Div is ion ,  
i n  conjunct ion  wi th  an  amicus c u r i a e  b r i e f ,  and t h a t  t h e  
t a p e s  w i l l  be  e d i t e d  i n  such a  wayyas t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e i r  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  t o  t h e  cou r t .  
It t a k e s  a moment f o r  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  t o  s i n k  i n .  The s i l e n t  read- 
ing  of t h e  a f f i d a v i t  was o f t e n  punctuated by gasps,  s i g h s ,  and express ions  
of dismay and anger .  Some groups r eac t ed  immediately and a n g r i l y ,  r i pp ing  
up t h e i r  a f f i d a v i t s  and g ree t ing  t h e  coo rd ina to r  w i t h  a  storm of p r o t e s t s .  
Others  were slower and l e s s  unanimous i n  t h e i r  r e a c t i o n .  I n  some, t h e  
a f f i d a v i t  s e t  o f f  a heated d i scuss ion  about  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  response.  I n  
one group, t h e  most compliant of a l l  t h e  33, even t h i s  provocat ion was ac- 
cepted p a s s i v e l y  as a l l  signed. 
The coord ina tor  was confronted w i t h  c o m p l e t e . r e s i s t a n c e  i n  1 5  groups: 
no one s igned t h e  a f f i d a v i t .  S i x  groups were equa l ly  unanimous i n  com- 
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p l i a n c e  wh i l e  t h e  remaining 12 groups d iv ided .  Even i n  groups where sign- 
i ng  was common o r  consensual ,  t h e r e  w e r e  o f t e n  people who s a i d  i n i t i a l l y  
t h a t  they  wouldn't  s i g n ,  a l though they  even tua l ly  d i d .  There is c l e a r l y  
an  important  d i f f e r e n c e  between groups t h a t  presented  a  un i t ed  f r o n t  of 
r e s i s t a n c e  and those  t h a t  d i d  no t .  But most of t h e s e  l a t t e r  groups 
were f a r  from pass ive .  
To what e x t e n t  d i d  t h e s e  groups move beyond r e s i s t a n c e  toward 
a c t i o n  aimed beyond t h e  encounter  and designed t o  s t o p  t h e  MHRC from 
p e r p e t r a t i n g  i n j u s t i c e .  We looked f o r  mob i l i za t ion  f o r  such s t r u g g l e  
i n  such s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n s  a s :  
I n t e n t i o n  t o  Conduct Fu r the r  I n v e s t i g a t i o n .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  f r e -  
quent ly  d i scuss  going t o  a newspaper, a lawyer,  t h e  Court,  t h e  B e t t e r  
Business Bureau, o r  o t h e r  o f f i c i a l s  t o  r e p o r t  on what they  have exper- 
ienced.  It is  u s u a l l y  q u i t e  c l e a r  i n  t h e s e  d i scuss ions  t h a t  t h e  pa r t i '  
c i p a n t s  hope t o  expose t h e  MHRC t o  p u b l i c  o r  o f f i c i a l  view a s  an e v i l  
o u t f i t .  Thus, i t  can be construed a s  a planned a t t a c k  on t h e  MHRC. 
The fo l lowing  exchange provides  a n  example: 
Jack  s t a r t e d  ga the r ing  m a t e r i a l s  from t h e  t a b l e  
and f o l d i n g  them up. " I ' m  going t o  t a k e  . t h e s e  
t h i n g s  over  t o  t h e  News r i g h t  a f te rward .  I ' m  
going t o  t a l k  t o  a n  e d i t o r . "  
Lei£ l i k e d  t h e  idea: "Have them,publ i sh  something 
about t h i s ,  s o  they  don ' t  sucker  more people i n t o  
i t  ." 
"Go t o  t h e  News! Go t o  t h e  News ! I r  agreed Chuck. 
"Can w e  a l l  go t o  t h e  N e w s  t oge the r?"  another  
p a r t i c i p a n t  asked. 
11 Oh, s u r e  ," s a i d  Jack.  
"Yeah, i t ' s  probably a good idea , "  Lei£ r e a c t e d ,  "so 
they  know . . . 11 
Organizing. If participants are to act as a group in pursuing 
an attack on the MHRC, they .must take a few necessary steps for such 
future action. These minimal steps involve a capacity to reassemble 
as a group. We look for any of three indicators of such organization: 
the planning of a meeting at some other place, the exchanging of ad- 
dresses and/or phone numbers, and the employment of some division of 
labor among future tasks (for example, .one person calling a lawyer, 
another person calling the newspapers). 
We consider 15 of these groups highly mobilized for struggle at 
the end of the session. They score on more than one of the above in- 
dicators, and their discussion and planning .are more or less continuous 
at the end and involve most of the group. In the other 18 groups, 
there are sporadic or isolated, individual acts, but not sustained 
group discussion of how to attack the MHRC. 
Chart One presents the basic description of the pattern of response 
in the 33 groups. There are several noteworthy features revealed in it. 
(Chart One goes about here.) 
First, there are two particularly common streams. One of these runs 
through high early protest and ends in complete resistance to the 
affidavit and a high likelihood of mobilizing for an attack on the 
MHRC. The second of these runs through.10~ early protest, leads'.to 
substantial later dissent but ends in some signing of the affidavit 
and a relatively small probability of mobilization for struggle. 
Tables  One t o  Three h e l p  make t h e  p a t t e r n  even c l e a r e r .  F i r s t ,  
t h e r e  i s  a  c l e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between r e s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  a f f i d a v i t  and s t rug -  
g l e .  A s  Table One shows, a  group t h a t  has  been a b l e  t o  u n i t e  behind com- 
p l e t e  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  coord ina tor  is  a n  e x c e l l e n t  b e t  t o  go on t o  mobili-  
z a t i o n  f o r  s t r u g g l e .  Seventy-two percent  of them mobi l ize  
compared t o  o n l y  18  percent  of t h e  groups t h a t  f a i l  t o  s u s t a i n  unanimous 
r e s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  a f f i d a v i t .  
(Tables  One t o  Three about  here . )  
Table Two shows t h a t  i t  is e a r l y  p r o t e s t  r a t h e r  than  l a t e r  p r o t e s t  
t h a t  i s  c r i t i c a l  f o r  p r e d i c t i n g  which groups w i l l  resist t h e  a f f i d a v i t .  
Curiously enough, l a t e  p r o t e s t  is  un re l a t ed  t o  a f f i d a v i t  r e s i s t a n c e ,  and 
t h e  p a t t e r n  does  n o t  even run  i n  t h e  expected d i r e c t i o n .  Table Three 
makes i t  c l e a r e r  why t h i s  i s  so:  t h e r e  is  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between e a r l y  
p r o t e s t  and p r o t e s t  i n  t h e  l a t e r  scenes.  One might we l l  t h i n k  t h a t  d i s -  
s e n t  t h a t  i s  more proximate t o  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  a f f i d a v i t  would be 
p r e d i c t i v e ,  b u t  t h i s  is  c l e a r l y  n o t  so.  The c o o r d i n a t o r ' s  f i r s t  t r ans -  
g r e s s i o n  t u r n s  o u t  t o  b e  a c r i t i c a l  moment. 
Breaking-Out and Ge t t i ng  Mobilized 
The movement from engagement i n  t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e  t o  a  s t a t e  of r ebe l -  
l i o n  r e q u i r e s  breaking through t h e  c o n s t r a i n i n g  f a c t o r s  descr ibed  e a r l i e r .  
But an aggrega te  of i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  a  r e b e l l i o u s  s t a t e  i s  no t  y e t  a  co l l ec -  
t i v e  a c t o r .  The i n d i v i d u a l s  must have a t  l e a s t  some nascent  o rgan iza t ion  
t h a t  makes i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  them t o  a c t  a s  a u n i t .  Both breaking-out of 
t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e  and c r e a t i n g  a  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t o r  a r e  formidable t a s k s .  
Rebel l ious  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  i s  n o t  an  everyday occurrence.  But i t  occurs  
o f t e n  enough t o  sugges t  t h a t  t h e  problems are f a r  from inso lub le .  
Th i s  is  c l e a r l y  t r u e  f o r  t h e  MHRC encounter .  Some groups a r e  a b l e  
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t o  c a s t  a s i d e  t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e  and t o  master  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  problems 
of  a c t i n g  t o g e t h e r  q u i t e  r ap id ly  a l b e i t w i t h  cons ide rab le  stress.. Others  
move i n d i r e c t l y  and unevenly but  manage t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  same po in t .  
S t i l l  o t h e r s  a r e  unable t o  break-out ,or  f a l t e r  on t h e  rocks  of i n t e r n a l  
d i v i s i o n .  
What i s  t h e  process  by which some groups manage t o  become mobilized 
f o r  a  c o l l e c t i v e  a t t a c k  on t h e  MHRC? It i s  u s e f u l  t o  t h i n k  of a  s e t  of 
s imultaneous processes  r a t h e r  than  a s i n g l e  one. - A s  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  pro- 
ceeds ,  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  cha l l enge r s  change i n  t h e i r  c o l l e c t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  of 
what is  happening, i n  t h e i r  i n t e r n a l  - r e l a t i o n s ,  and i n  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
t o  t h e  coo rd ina to r .  Success i n  mob i l i za t ion  r e s u l t s  from t h e s e  
Ul t imate ly ,  w e  expect  t o  ground ou r  arguments about  t h e  n a t u r e  of 
t h e s e  p roces ses  and t h e i r  importance f o r  producing r e b e l l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  
a c t i o n  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  MHRC d a t a  c u r r e n t l y  i n  progress .  A t  t h i s  
p o i n t ,  w e  o f f e r  our  t e n t a t i v e  th inking .  
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The Par t ic ipants l .Frame. .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  e n t e r  t h e  MHRC encounter wi th  
some vague b e l i e f s  about what is  happening and what t o  expect .  Once t h e  
w a r d i n a t o r  e n t e r s  t h e  scene,  he  in t roduces  a working consensus which w e  
w i l l  c a l l  the '  t a s k  frame. This  frame d e f i n e s  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  a s  one i n  
which t h e r e  is  a job t o  be  done. The c o o r d i n a t o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  t o  
provide  t h e  o t h e r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i t h  i n s t r u c t i o n s , a n d  i t  i s  t h e i r  job t o  
c a r r y  o u t  t h e s e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  a s  b e s t  t hey  can. Appropriate  behavior means 
g e t t i n g  on wi th  t h e  job. 
~ c c e ~ t a n c e  of t h i s  t a s k  frame means remaining i n  t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e .  
But t h i s  frame has  a b u i l t  i n  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  t o  cha l lenge:  it ' a l lows  
ques t ions .  A completely app ropr i a t e  q u e s t i o n ,  from t h e  s tandpoin t  of t h e  
t a s k  frame is  a r eques t  f o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of i n s t r u c t i o n s .  But t h i s  
opening can be e x p l o i t e d  by d i r e c t i n g  ques t ions  t o  t h e  r i m  of t h e  en- 
counter-- that  i s ,  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  contex t  surrounding i t .  I n  t h i s  in -  
s t a n c e ,  such ques t ions  concern who t h e  MHRC is and what i t s  purposes 
a r e .  
The' coo rd ina to r ,  however, i s  prepared  t o  pa r ry  t h e s e  ques t ions  
and d i r e c t  t h e  group back t o  t h e  t a s k  frame. He can be de fea t ed  i n  
t h i s ,  bu t  i t  t akes  p e r s i s t e n c e  and group suppor t  t o  keep p re s s ing  r i m  
d i scuss ion .  Sometimes an  impasse i s  broken by one of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
resuming t h e  t a s k ,  thereby  reinvoking t h e  coo rd ina to r ' s  frame. This  
is almost always s u f f i c i e n t  t o  end r i m  d i s c u s s i o n  f o r  t h e  moment. 
For r e b e l l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  t o  .occur,  t h e  group must adopt 
an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h e  t a s k  frame, one t h a t  suppor t s  an a t t a c k  on t h e  
MHRC. This  a l t e r n a t i v e  frame i s  p red ica t ed  on t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  un- 
impeded ope ra t ion  of t h e  a u t h o r i t y  system w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  an i n j u s t i c e .  
Its gene ra l  o u t l i n e  is c l e a r  enough i n  t h e  MHRC encounter :  t h a t  t h e  
MHRC i s  o rde r ing  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  misrepresent  t h e i r  op in ions  i n  
o r d e r  t o  he lp  a  l a r g e  o i l  company win a  l e g a l  ca se  a g a i n s t  a  l o c a l  gas 
s t a t i on .manage r  who spoke out  a g a i n s t  h igh  p r i c e s .  
How do groups manage-to ga in  a  commitment t o  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  frame? 
It i s  important  f o r  p o t e n t i a l  cha l l enge r s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  r i m  d i scuss ion  a t  
t h e  coo rd ina to r ' s  f i r s t  . t ransgress ion .  It t a k e s  imagina t ion ,  quick 
th ink ing ,  and courage f o r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  have t h e  presence of mind C o  
cha l lenge  s o  e a r l y .  They must respond r a p i d l y  t o  unan t i c ipa t ed  behavior  
and immediately recognize t h e  d iscrepancy  between t h e  coo rd ina to r ' s  re- 
q u e s t  and t h e  r i m  p resented .  There may on ly  be a  b r i e f  moment i n  which 
t h e  t r a f f i c  r u l e s  of i n t e r a c t i o n  a l low one t o  i n s e r t  a  ques t ion  o r  comment. 
Almost immediately, some p a r t i c i p a n t s  may begin complying, g iv ing  t h e  
t a s k  frame renewed mementum. 
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But there is no reason why all participants need to seize the momemt. 
One exemplar or leader with the presence of mind may tentatively begin 
a line of questioning that is picked up by-others and soon develops into 
an alternative frame. If the alternative frame is not immediately accep- 
ted by everyone, at least it has been established as a competitor to the 
one offered by the coordinator. 
When a participant successfully engages the coordinator in justifying 
what is happening, this person is implicitly asserting the right of 
group members to participate in the definition of appropriate behavior. 
This assertion frequently sparks others to demand similar rights and 
this genie, once out of the bottle, is.difficult to put back. The more 
that discussion and argument centers on the nature and purposes of the 
MHRC, .the worse off the coordinator is in maintaining his fragile task 
, 
frame. 
Groups may succeed in sustaining a rim discussion, but they are 
likely to drop back into compliance if unable to articulate an alterna- 
tive. In some groups, the articulation is fragmentary and incomplete; 
it is implied by the participants1 questions rather than explicitly 
asserted. However, in groups that eventually mobilize for struggle, the 
articulation of an alternative frame is quite explicit as in this ex- 
ample from the early resisting groupquoted above: 
"These are the procedures . . .It began the coor- 
dinator, Rytina. 
"That's illegal . . . That's illegal!" shouted 
Rebecca. 
The coordinator bulled his way forward. "These 
procedures have been designed by fully competent 
professionals." 
"Designed!" Linda retorted. "That tape didn't 
even show that you were asking me to pretend." 
Car l  jumped i n ,  "Do t h e s e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  people 
know t h a t  what you ' re  i n  f a c t  doing i s  suborning 
p e r j u r y ?  . . . 11 
A f t e r  some e n s u i n g ~ d i s c u s s i o n , .  Carl c a s t  h i s  eyes  
down and began calmly, "What's e x a c t l y  t h e  ma t t e r  
w i t h  t h i s  count ry ,  man, i s  t h a t  people a r e  i n t o  
s e l l i n '  t h e i r  p o i n t s  of view, t h e y ' r e  i n t o  keepin '  
t h e i r  mouths shu t ;  t h e y ' r e  i n t o  s ay in '  what they  
don ' t  mean--for money. I a i n ( t  going t o  do it." 
The t a s k  frame opera ted  t o  suppress  r i m  d i scuss ion  and, thereby ,  
reduces t h e  oppor tun i ty  f o r  a r t i c u l a t i n g  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e .  But t h e  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r e  provided wi th  s p e c i a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  r i m  d i scuss ion  
i n  two scenes  where they  a r e  given s h o r t  "breaks." These scenes a r e  
important  p r e c i s e l y  because of t h e i r  exemption from t h e  t a s k  frame. 
It is no t  necessary  t o  cha l lenge  t h e  working consensus e s t a b l i s h e d  by 
t h e  coo rd ina to r  i n  o r d e r  t o  hold r i m  d i scuss ion  s i n c e  group members 
a r e  f r e e  t o  t a l k  about anyth ing  they  want. Group suppor t  i n  a  more 
l i m i t e d  sense  is  s t i l l  r equ i r ed ,  s i n c e  a p a r t i c i p a n t  may in t roduce  a  
r i m  ques t ion  only  t o  f i n d  t h a t  o t h e r s  change t h e  subject--but such sup- 
p o r t  is much e a s i e r  t o  o b t a i n  when i t  doesn ' t  involve  cha l lenging  t h e  
t a s k  frame i n  a  con f ron ta t ion  wi th  t h e  coord ina tor .  
It is  s t r i k i n g  t h a t  t h e  groups which reach  complete r e s i s t a n c e  don ' t  
r e a l l y  need t h e  breaks .  They f o r c e  a  . r i m  d i scuss ion  and r e g i s t e r  p u b l i c  
d i s s e n t  a g a i n s t  t h e  MHRC procedures  a t  t h e  coo rd ina to r ' s  f i r s t  t r a n s -  
g re s s ion ,  be fo re  t h e  f i r s t  b reak  scene  has  even occurred.  
When t h e  break scene occurs  i t  can be u t i l i z e d  t o  move f u r t h e r .  
The groups t h a t  d i s s e n t  e a r l y  a l r e a d y  have a  s i g n i f i c a n t  accomplishement. 
The s u c c e s s f u l  r i m  d i scuss ion  and p u b l i c  o b j e c t i o n s  t o  MHRC procedures  a r e  a  
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matter of gene ra l  knowledge. It i s  now a pub l i c  ma t t e r  t h a t  s e v e r a l  mem- 14 
b e r s  of t h e  group b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  MHRC is, t o  s ay  t h e  l e a s t ,  un t rus t -  - A *  
worthy. Recognition of t h i s  b e l i e f  remains p a r t  of t h e  group!s frame 
even when i n d i v i d u a l s  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  c o o r d i n a t o r ' s  t a s k .  The subsequent 
break  a l lows  t h e  group t o  move on from a  d i s c u s s i o n  of what is  happening 
t o  a  d i s c u s s i o n  of what t o  do about it. 1 
Other groups,  unable  e a r l i e r  t o  g e t  f r e e  of t h e  t a s k  frame, a r e  unable 
L 
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e f f e c t i v e l y  t o  u t i l i z e  t h e  oppor tun i ty  provided by t h e  break  scenes.  To 
be  s u r e ,  p rog res s  i s  made i n  t h e s e  scenes.  R i m  d i s c u s s i o n  i s  f requent  
and t h e  group members move toward e s t a b l i s h i n g  an  a l t e r n a t e  frame. How- 
eve r ,  they  must sometimes d e a l  w i t h  t e n s i o n s  t h a t  have developed a s  in-  1 
d i v i d u a l s  pursue d i f f e r e n t  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  coping w i t h  t h e  encounter.  Some - 
.q-,- . - ,members have a l r e a d y  become compl i c i t  i n  vary ing  deg rees  and have acquired . . 
... a  s u b t l e  s t a k e  i n  main ta in ing  t h e  l eg i t imacy  of t h e  t a s k  frame a s  a  jus t i - - '  . . . .  .: ' .: 
' 
f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e i r  e a r l i e r  compliance. I n  sum, t h e  use fu lnes s  of t h e  break 
. ' .  depends on t h e  p r i o r  s t a t e  of r e a d i n e s s  of t h e  group. It has  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
I 
1 t o  sharpen t h e  d i v i s i o n  between t h e  p o t e n t i a l  c h a l l e n g e r s  and t h e  a u t h o r i t y ,  1 
I P?; but  it a l s o  has  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  sharpening i n t e r n a l  d i v i s i o n s  i n  t h e  
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i group. 
I - -~elations. The p a r t i c i p a n t s  are s t r a n g e r s  t o  each o t h e r  . 1
I when t h e  encounter  begins.  They have l i t t l e  i n  common and possess  no R 
I II c o l l e c t i v e  c a p a c i t y  f o r  a c t i o n .  Y e t  some of t h e  groups a r e  a b l e  t o  mobi l ize  
t o  t h e  p o i n t  of a t t a c k i n g  t h e  MHRC. 
To ach ieve  t h i s  t h e  group members must b e  a b l e  t o  c r e a t e  an  a l t e r -  
n a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e  t h a t  can s e r v e  a s  a  v e h i c l e  o r  c a r r i e r  f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  
a c t i o n .  This  nascent  movement o rgan iza t ion  has  two important f e a t u r e s  of 
an a l t e r n a t i v e  a u t h o r i t y  system: 
1. It provides  some mechanism, however i n fo rma l ,  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  
4 
courses  of a c t i o n .  The mechanism may be one of i n d i v i d u a l s  fol lowing t h e  I 
l e ad  of some exemplar,or a  consensual  l i n e  of a c t i o n  a r r i v e d  a t  through 1 
d i scuss ion .  I n  e i t h e r  ca se ,  t h e  group is  a b l e  t o  make c o l l e c t i v e  dec i s ions .  i 1 
2. It e x e r t s  a  c laim on group members f o r  t r e a t i n g  i ts  courses  of 
a c t i o n  as binding.  The presumption of compliance t h a t  w a s  i n i t i a l l y  held 
by t h e  coo rd ina to r  i n  t h e  MHRC encounter  s h i f t s  t o  t h e  group. When t h e  
group s e l e c t s  a l i n e  of a c t i o n ,  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  members f e e l  some o b l i g a t i o n  
t o  suppor t  i t  even i f  they  a r e  n o t  f u l l y  convinced of i ts  d e s i r a b i l i t y .  
The b a s i s  of t h e  group's  c la im on t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  no t  h i e r a r c h i c a l .  
It does  n o t  rest on t h e  c la ims  of t h e  a g e n t i c  r o l e  but  on a  web of volun- 
t a r i l y  accepted  and shared o b l i g a t i o n s .  The a g e n t i c  r o l e  may come i n  time 
i f  t h e  nascent  o rgan iza t ion  t u r n s  i n t o  a  formal one,  bu t  a t  t h i s  s t a g e ,  
i t s  c la im f o r  support  is  consensual .  I t  stems from t h e  i m p l i c i t  commit- 
ments t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  have spontaneously made through pursuing a  l i n e  of 
behavior  i n  t h e  encounter .  
How do groups c r e a t e  such nascen t  o rgan iza t ion?  One can  g e t  a  glimpse 
of t h i s  p roces s  i n  ope ra t ion  i n  t h e  encounters  descr ibed  i n  t h e  beginning 
of t h i s  paper.  "Come on, f e l l o w s ,  don ' t  l e t  them f i r e  l i t t l e  Joe,"  Simons 
shou t s  t o  t h e  o t h e r  members of t h e  assembly shop. There is  an  appeal  he re  
t o  an  i d e n t i f i a b l e  cons t i tuency  and t h e  appea l  has  a  moral imperat ive.  
Simons i s  o u t  on a  limb. If l i t t l e  J o e , c a n  be  dragged o f f  and f i r e d  with- 
o u t  any c o l l e c t i v e  response,  Simons' own'job is  c e r t a i n l y  i n  danger.  One 
can imagine howdef l a t ing  i t  would be  t o  t h e  nascent  o rgan iza t ion  i f  every- 
one watched i n  s i l e n c e  a s  l i t t l e  J o e  w a s  l e d  away. P a s s i v i t y  i s  a  re-. 
j e c f i o n  of t h e  i m p l i c i t  c laim of o b l i g a t i o n  i n  Simons' shout .  
I n  t h e  Berkeley encounter ,  Dick Roman d i r e c t e d  s i m i l a r  shouts  t o  
t h e  crowd: "Don't move o u t  of t h e  way." Those bys tanders  w i t h i n  t h e  
sound of h i s  v o i c e  w e r e  t h e  cons t i t uency  i n  t h i s  c a s e  and one can n o t e  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  here:  t h e  bys t ande r s  are n o t  i n  an  a g e n t i c  r o l e .  
They a r e  l o o s e r  and more a v a i l a b l e  f o r  mob i l i za t ion  than a r e  t h e  auto- 
workers o r  MHRC p a r t i c i p a n t s .  But t h e  appea l  t o  them has  t h e  same moral 
imperat ive:  Roman w a s  t ak ing  r i s k s  and even encounter ing oppos i t i on  i n  
h i s  shout ing.  The p o l i c e  might sudden ly  dec ide  t o  a r r e s t  E m  f o r  c r e a t i n g  
a  pub l i c  d i s o r d e r .  The bys tanders  faced a s t a r k  choice  of s tanding  by 
and r e j e c t i n g  t h e  moral c laim o r  responding t o  i t  by support ing t h e  c a l l  
f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  t hey  d i d  n o t  heed t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
c a l l  bu t  responded moments l a t e r  t o  s i m i l a r .  appea l s  t o  sit down around 
t h e  p o l i c e  ca r .  
P a r t  of t h i s  process  i s  c l e a r l y  t h e  development of a  s ense  of group 
l o y a l t y  o r  s o l i d a r i t y .  Engaging i n  common p o l i t i c a l  s t r u g g l e  is an im- 
p o r t a n t  mechanism f o r  c r e a t i n g  i t .  E a r l y  d i s s e n t  and r e s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  
MHRC encounter a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  important  i n  t h i s  regard .  The p a r t i c i p a n t  
who begins  d i s s e n t i n g  o r  r e s i s t i n g  is  t h e  po in t  man i n  a  p o t e n t i a l  chal-  
l enge .  Keynoting t h e  in t e rac tkon  i n  t h i s  way o n e i s  vulnerabl 'e t o  repu- 
d i a t i o n  by t h e  group, i s o l a t i o n ,  and r e t a l i a t i o n  by t h e  coord ina tor .  
+ t 
~ i k k  &king on behalf  b2,£ t h e  gkoup' a s s e r t s  a  moral 
c laim.  If o t h e r s  respond t o  t h a t  c la im by jo in ing  i n  support  of t h e  
c h a l l e n g e r ,  an important  s o l i d a r y  bond i s  c r e a t e d .  The more t h i s  process  
con t inues  and becomes g e n e r a l ,  t h e  s t r o n g e r  t h e  sense  of comradeship t h a t  
develops.  The r e s u l t  of t h i s  development i s  a s ense  of l o y a l t y  and a  
w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  a b i d e  by t h e  commitments t h a t  t h e  group makes. 
Ear ly  i n t e r n a l  disagreement can be equa l ly  devas t a t ing  t o  t h e  develop- 
ment of a  nascent  o rgan iza t ion .  One o r  two i n d i v i d u a l s  p u b l i c l y  repudia- 
t i n g  t h e  c la ims  of a  cha l l enge r  can be a  ve ry  harsh  blow when t h e  c la ims  
a r e  s t i l l  a t  such a f r a g i l e  and d e l i c a t e  po in t .  I f  support  on a  r i s k y  
cour se  c r e a t e s  a p o s i t i v e  bond, r e j e c t i o n  on such a  course  c r e a t e s  a  
s i m i l a r  bu t  a n t a g o n i s t i c  bond. 
One way t h a t  groups avoid such a  f i a s c o  i s  by a  c a r e f u l  process  of 
t e s t i n g  t h e  water  be fo re  jumping i n .  They check each o t h e r  ou t  t o  ga in  
a  s ense  of f i rmness  and r e l i a b i l i t y  of commitments. They observe  what 
o t h e r s  say  and do a s  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  un fo lds  and ga in  a sense  of who i s  
ready t o  support  what s t a n c e s  i n  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n .  We do n o t  mean t o  
suggest  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a conscious p roces s  but  we do b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  par- 
t i c i p a n t s  a r e  tun ing  i n  t o  many s u b t l e  c u e s , v e r b a l  and nonverbal ,  t h a t  
sugges t  who can be counted on and t o  what ex t en t .  
I f  t h i s  process  i s  t o  move forward,  some members of t h e  group need 
t o  t a k e  r i s k s  by committing themselves t o  a  pub l i c  l i n e  of cha l l enge  before  
they  know whether they  w i l l  r e c e i v e  backing from t h e  group. Some do t h i s  
c a u t i o u s l y  so  they  can draw back e a s i l y  enough i n  t h e  absence of support .  
But a s  members show inc reas ing  v e r b a l  commitment t o  an  a l t e r n a t i v e  frame, 
cha l l enge r s  grow bolder .  Those who a r e  keynoting t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th  
t h e  coord ina tor  i n  t h i s  process  are committing t h e  group t o  a  l i n e  of 
a c t i o n .  A t  v a r i o u s  p o i n t s ,  members a r e  faced w i t h  a  s t a r k  cho ice  of 
e i t h e r  suppor t ing  t h e  nascent  o r g a n i z a t i o n  by fo l lowing  i t s  l i n e  o r  sup- 
p o r t i n g  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  system t h a t  t h e  cha l l enge r s  a r e  a t t a c k i n g  by comply- 
i ng  wi th  t h e  coo rd ina to r .  Everytime t h e  nascent  o rgan iza t ion  passes  such 
a  t e s t  i t  grows i n  s t r e n g t h  but  every test a l s o  p r e s e n t s  t h e  p e r i l  t h a t  
some group members w i l l  r e p u d i a t e  i t .  
A nascent  o rgan iza t ion  f r e q u e n t l y  develops through a process  of accre-  
t i on .  A sub-group of cha l l enge r s  forms and g radua l ly  wins adhe ren t s  u n t i l  
i t  inc ludes  t h e  e n t i r e  group. More moderate group members who e a r l i e r  
sought common ground between t h e  coo rd ina to r  and t h e  r e b e l s  sometimes j o i n  
t h e  r e b e l l i o n  i n  t h e  l a t e r  s t a g e  and even assume l e a d e r s h i p  r o l e s  i n  con- 
f r o n t i n g  t h e  coo rd ina to r  on behalf  of t h e  group. 
A nascent  o rgan iza t ion ,  then ,  must have generated some l o y a l t y  from 
group members and found some way of managing i n t e r n a l  c o n f l i c t .  But no 
amount of s o l i d a r i t y  te l ls  a  group what must be done and how t o  do i t .  Some- 
one must l ead  t h e  group t o  an a c t i o n  i t  can t a k e  t o  thwart  t h e  au tho r i ty -  system. 
fl 
People must f i g u r e  o u t  where and when t h e  group can meet i f  t h e  course  of 
a c t i o n  c a l l s  f o r  such a meeting. -They  must f i g u r e  o u t  how t o  g e t  i n  touch 
w i t h  each o t h e r  i f  t h e  group's  p l a n s  r e q u i r e  it. 
These a r e  mundane t a s k s  and y e t  planning f o r  s t r u g g l e  seems- to  c a l l  . 
f o r t h  g r e a t  energy and euphoria.  United r e s i s t a n c e  i s  a  heady experience 
i t s e l f , b u t  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h e  group i s  s t i l l  i n  a s t a t e  of cons ide rab le  
t ens ion  as it main ta ins  a  tenuous r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t h e  a u t h o r i t y .  Moving 
on t o  a t t a c k  t h e  MHRC breaks  t h i s  t ens ion .  Energy seems t o  be  r e l ea sed  
i n  t h i s  p roces s  a s  t h e  group f i n d s  a  purposefu l  d i r e c t i o n .  
What i s  t h e  sou rce  of t h e  energy and euphoria  t h a t  has  so o f t e n  been 
r epor t ed  i n  accounts  of  r e b e l l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n ?  I n  t r a d i t i o n a l  
c o l l e c t i v e  behavior  t h ink ing ,  t h e  euphoria  is  a  product  of nega t ive  and 
pa tho log ica l  f e a t u r e s  of groups process :  de ind iv idua t ion ,  d i f f u s i o n  and 
b l u r r i n g  of i n d i v i d u a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  s h o r t - c i r c u i t i n g  and oversimplif i - . .  ,. 
c a t i o n ,  scapegoat ing,  o r  even an i r r a t i o n a l  group mind. 
I - -- 
- - - . - - 
I n  c o n t r a s t ,  we s e e  it a s  a r i s i n g  from a  process  of a f f i rma t ion :  
s o l i d a r i t y  i n  s t r u g g l e  a f f i r m s  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  p r i n c i p l e s  of j u s t i c e  
and t h e i r  s ense  of themselves a s  people who can defend t h e i r  p r i n c i p l e s .  
Such a f f i r m a t i o n  i s  heightened by r e l i e f  when s t r u g g l e  marks t h e  end of I 
i ndec i s ion ,  evas ion ,  doubt about t h e  group ' s  c a p a c i t y  t o  a c t  t oge the r ,  
-  - 
.-- 
- - - - .- 
J 
and fear of repression. The more that the participants had been 
troubled by the injustice, the more they are relieved by the prospect 
that they can stop it. As they overcome the barriers to mobilization, 
they experience the heady sense that they have taken a decisive step 
and seized control. 
A key issue among different perspectives on collective behavior 
is how the enthusiasm we discuss is related to a group's capacity to 
cope realistically with its problems. In the classical perspective, 
euphoria arises from a process in which participants are swept away 
by false fears, and then false hopes, based on beliefs that oversim- 
plify and dramatize the nature of their problem and its solution. It 
arises in struggles that have symbolic richness but little efficacy. 
But, in the MHRC situation we find that enthusiasm may be generated 
by reasonable definitions of the situation and practical suggestions 
for struggling aginst the authority. And once generated, enthusiasm 
contributes to participants' readiness to undertake the practical tasks 
involved in investigating and challenging the,MHRC. A high rate of 
volunteering for such tasks was most notable in groups of our parti- 
cipants who afterwards reported a sense of euphoria. When struggle 
generates great ,excitement': it may well facilitate the pooling of com- 
mitments and resources necessary to act collectively and efficaciously. 
Relations with the Coordinator. For a group to mobilize, the 
authority must be deauthorized, thereby destroying the claims of the 
agentic role on the potential challengers. This is difficult to do 
in the MHRC encounter, because the coordinator is ever present and , 
active. When he is not physically in the room, participants know he 
is watching them on the monitor in the adjoining room. 
Personal attacks on the agents of authority can aid in mobilizing 
for a struggle but such attacks can also backfire. It is easier to 
challenge an authority system when its agents are personally obnoxious 
than when they are firm but civil. Challenges often produce social 
control errors by higher agents of authority that can be exploited 
by potential challengers to encourage resistance and struggle. 
If authorities act with civility, however, personal attacks can 
easily backfire. In the MHRC encounter, for example, many participants 
show a tendency to humanize the encounter. _The coordinator is distant, 
makes no play for sympathy, and does not ever raise his voice or attack 
group members. In contrast, he is sometimes attacked and made the 
target of ridicule for his apparent moral obtuseness. He sometimes 
gets flustered and there can be little doubt that the participants 
perceive when they are giving him a hard time. 
Resistance and struggle are undercut when people begin feeling 
sorry for the coordinator in his unfortunate job. Such understand- 
able and honorable reactions are, in this instance, demobilizing. 
They present challengers with the temptation to comply on humanitarian 
grounds. If the coordinator is just a poor soul trying to do an 
unpleasant and difficult job, why not go along with what he asks to 
spare him further humiliation? 
Besides the danger of provoking a sympathetic reaction, personal 
attacks on the coordinator are too encounter-centered for an effective 
struggle against the MHRC. For successful struggle, deauthorization 
must reach a point at which the coordinator becomes an irrelevancy. 
Successful resistance, even by a single person, is an important step 
in reaching this point. If anyone suspects concealed sanctions, he 
is disabused of this notion. The coordinator reveals no effective 
means for insuring compliance. Resistance breaks the magic spell: 
henceforth, those who continue to operate in the agentic role do so 
with recognition of an alternative. 
To attack the MHRC, group members must reach the point where they 
simply ignore the coordinator as they make their own plans. This MHRC 
flunky no longer concerns them. If he intrudes on their conversation, 
this is taken as a signal for the group to meet someplace where.it can 
discuss its plans without danger of being overheard by an MHRC spy. 
The ultimate relationship with the coordinator is no relationship, 
when a group is mobilizing for an attack on the MHRC. 
Conclusion 
The study of encounters with unjust authority is important for 
understanding resource mobilization. Encounters provide occasions in 
which events can alter the consciousness of participants about the 
operation of an authority system. They provide occasions on which 
solidarities and collective commitments can change rapidly and the 
strength of commitments to struggle can be assessed. They provide 
occasions in which social control errors by authorities may occur 
or be provoked, leading to the delegitimation of the authority system. 
The MHRC encounter offers special advantages for understanding 
thegeneralcase. By mimimizkng the role of external sanctions, it 
allows us to view more clearly the operation of the social psycholo- 
gical forces that maintain compliance. By drawing on previously 
unorganized participants, it allows us to view the emergence of organ- 
ization. We do not suggest that what happens in encounters emerges 
de novo. On the contrary, we argue that in encounters as well as in -- 
sustained mobilization, participants invoke long standing principles 
and adopt familiar techniques of dealing with injustice. The MHRC 
encounter makes these processes of mobilization especially visible. 
Beyond these theoretical advantages, there are practical ones. 
The number of participants is small enough,so that one can follow the 
interaction.and even record it on video-tape. .It takes place, as does 
any encounter, in an encapsulated time frame, but, in the MHRC encoun- 
ter, the boundaries of this time frame are controlled. Most important 
of all, the underlying structural situation can be repeated, allowing .. :.. 
each set of participants to write, spontaneously, their own script of 
the encounter. Variations can be systematically introduced into these 
repetitions. 9 
In the 33 groups that we have watched, with numerous replays.of 
critical scenes, we have witnessed many that have moved in an hour 
from a collection of unacquainted strangers to a group that is plan- 
ning an attack on the MHRC. The process we have observed appears in 
many ways as a microcosm of mobilization. Potential- challengers grapple 
at the level of the encounter with prdbletis that are functional 
analogues of the problems that sustained movement ~rganizations face 
in the larger process of resource mobilization. 
To be explicit, potential challengers in the encounter face the 
problem of overcoming the hegemony of the task frame. This is an. 
analogue of challenging dominant beliefs or ideologies that support 
the existing structure. During certain historical periods, some of 
these system-maintaining beliefs hold virtually unchallenged .sway. 
Potential challengers must break through the hegemony' that such belief 
systems hold in their constituency if they hope eventually to giin 
a commitment to a rebellious counter-ideology. Those intellectuals 
who articulate counter-ideologies have their facsimile among MHRC par- 
ticipants who articulate the alternative frame. 
Potential challengers in the encounter face a series of problems 
of internal relations in the process of creating a nascent organization, 
and social movement organizations face an analogous set. Movement 
organizations must be built on the same two essential characteristics 
of an alternative authority system: a mechanism for selecting courses 
of collective action, and a claim on constituents for supporting these 
action commitments. 
To create a commitment to a movement organization, it helps to 
have a sense of group loyalty or solidarity in the underlying constit- 
uency. Common political struggle is an important mechanism for creating 
it. For a movement organization to sustain a long-term challenge, it 
must find some way of dealing with internal conflict. Frequently, 
movement organizations must take risks by choosing courses of action 
where support is uncertain and the action demands greater sacrifices 
than their constituency may be ready to make. Movement organizations 
grow by passing such tests or decline by flunking them. 
To be effective, movement organizations must be able to manage 
the logistics and coordinating tasks of mobilization. Sometimes their 
constituency is bursting with angry energy, ready and eager to act 
but without coordination. Spontaneous strikes and other sudden, un- 
coordinated acts of rebellion may leave the movement organization 
vulnerable to counterattack and in a state of internal chaos. If 
this energy is successfully channeled by the movement organization 
into effective collective action, the mutually reinforcing cycle of 
of commitment and collective efficacy described above for nascent 
organizations may be set in motion for full-fledged movement organizations. 
Potential challengers in the encounter must deauthorize agents 
of the authority system and undermine their claims for loyalty from 
the participants. Movement organizations frequently contend with 
authority systems over claims for the loyalty of the same constituency. 
When these claims conflict,.the movement organization must undermine the 
authority's claim for compliance if it is to gain support in rebellious 
collective action. Dissent and resistance are important steps in the 
process of deauthorization. Dehumanization of the target can be and 
often is used to make an attack on agents of an authority system 
psychologically easier to sustain. 
In suggesting that mobilization processes obseri.able in encoun- 
ters have analogues in larger mobilization processes, we do not mean 
to suggest perfect isomorphism. Study of encounters will not shed 
much light on how social movement cadre build organization over time 
among dispersed constituents, or how they act on long term strategies 
for dealing with allies and enemies. Participants in encounters may 
plan to:~cal17meetings, conduct investigations, activate outside 
authorities, sustain commitment despite pressing concerns in every- 
day life, and so forth; but social movement organizers must actually 
cope with the difficulties inherent in such tasks. 
In sum, we make a double plea for studying encounters. Particular 
encounters turn out to be watershed events in the growth and decline 
of important social movement organizations. The dynamics of such 
events and their relationship to the larger process of mobilization 
need to be understood. But there is an important further reason for 
the systematic study of encounters. The parallels between the prob- 
lems faced in an encounter and those faced in a sustained challenge 
are rich enough to suggest that many of the solutions may follow a 
similar process. If so, encounters are important because they allow 
us to study the process of mobilization in mhiature. 
Table 1 
A f f i d a v i t  Res is tance  and Mobi l i za t ion  f o r  Attack 
Mobi l iza t ion  
f o r  s t r u g g l e  
Yes 
A f f i d a v i t  Res is tance  
Complete Incomplete 
72% (10) 18% . ' (3)  
14 
N = 31a 
F i she r  Exact Prob. = .oo&' 
a  A f f i d a v i t  r e s i s t a n c e  and la te  p r o t & s t  is  n o t  r e a l l y  meaning- 
f u l  f o r  t h e  two e a r l y  r e s i s t i n g  groups. They are excluded 
from t h i s  and subsequent t a b l e s .  Both groups even tua l ly  
mobilized f o r  s t r u g g l e .  
Table 2 
Early and Late Protest and Affidavit Resistance 
Early Protest 
Affidavit 
Resistance Yes - No 
Complete 72% (10) 24% (4) 
Incomplete 28% (4) 76% (13) 
N = 31 
Fisher Exact Prob. = .01 
Late Protest 
- High  oder rate- Low -
42% (5) 38% (5) 67% (4) 
58% (7) 62% (8) 33% (2) 
12 13 6 
L a t e  
P r o t e s t  
High 
M o d e r a t e  
Low 
T a b l e  3 
E a r l y  a n d  L a t e  P r o t e s t  
E a r l y  :Prot 'es t  \ 
Y e s  - No -
43% ( 6 )  35% ( 6 )  
Footnotes 
I The account here is drawn from Kraus (1947) and described, along 
with other similar encounters, in Brecher (1972). 
2 
For a complete description of the basic fabrication and an ex- 
tensive series of variations, see Milgram (1974). The quoted material 
is from Milgram. 
3 
It may not always be easy to know how participants view an 
authority system, since there are powerful reasons why people comply 
in spite of negative feelings. Clearly, one cannot infer their view 
of authority simply by observing their behavior but must rely on other, 
independent evidence. 
4 
Since the Milgram encounter is not collective, this distinction 
among collective encounters is irrelevant to it. A recent article by 
Aveni (1977) on "The Not-So-Lonely Crowd" would suggest that, in the 
Berkeley incident, the crowd in Sproul Plaza may have contained more 
organization than would at first appear. At the very least, it is 
likely that many small friendship and acquaintance clusters linked 
crowd members to each other in significant ways. 
5 
For example, 11 of the groups had a "mobilizing agent" in them -- 
a confederate who attempted to fulfill certain mobilizing functions for 
the group. . - 
6 
Signing in the case of one of the apparently compliant groups 
is misleading. This group successfully resisted early and decided 
c o l l e c t i v e l y  t o  s i g n  t h e  a f f i d a v i t ,  having only given t r u e  opin ions  
throughout.  I t ' s  a l s o  worth n o t i n g  t h a t  s i x  of t h e  12 d iv ided  groups 
were ones i n  which only  one o r  two people s igned.  
' I ~ h i s  s e c t i o n  draws h e a v i l y  on t h e  work of Erving Goffman, p a r t i -  
c u l a r l y  Frame Analys is  (1974). 
8 
Before t u r n i n g  from t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of frame t o  o t h e r -  p roces ses ,  
i t  is worth n o t i n g  a  p e c u l i a r i t y  of t h e  MHRC encounter :  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h i s  encounter  is  a f a b r i c a t i o n  may be and sometimes i s  suspected by 
t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  Some sugges t ,  w i t h  va ry ing  degrees of s e r iousness  
and convic t ion ,  t h a t  they  expect  t o  b e  t o l d  t h a t  they  a r e  on candid 
camera o r  i n  a  psychologica l  experiment.  
Suspicion of t h i s s o r t  about  t h e  t a s k  frame i s  no t  o f t e n  an i s s u e  
i n  n a t u r a l  encounters .  It i s  a complex problem t h a t  must be confronted 
i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  ou r  d a t a  bu t  w i l l  n o t  concern us  i n  t h i s  paper .  I n  
some e a r l y  runs ,  t h e  problem was q u i t e  s e r i o u s ,  bu t  susp ic ion  was 
r a r e l y  voiced i n  l a t e r  runs.  
Be l i e f  i n  a  f a b r i c a t i o n  has  a complicated r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  rebe l -  
l i o u s  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  On t h e  one hand, i t  can have a  mobi l iz ing  
e f f e c t  by diminishing any p o s s i b i l i t y  of nega t ive  sanc t ions  f o r  non- 
compliance. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  t h e  encounter  i s  merely a  f ab r i ca -  
t i o n ,  t hen  t h e r e  is no r e a l  i n j u s t i c e  i n  al lowing t h e  unimpeded opera- 
t i o n  of t h e  a u t h o r i t y  system and no reason  no t  t o  go along.  To com- 
p l i c a t e  ma t t e r s  f u r t h e r ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  may not  simply adopt o r  r e j e c t  
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  MHRC encounter  is  a f a b r i c a t i o n ,  bu t  may 
e n t e r t a i n  i t  wi th  va r ious  degrees  of p r o b a b i l i t y  a long  wi th  t h e  b e l i e f  
that the encounter is real. Such a dual frame suggests some caution 
in action while one awaits further information. Although suspicion 
of a fabrication is not relevant to encounters in general, it must 
be confronted and disentangled in any interpretation of the frames 
being used by MHRC participants. 
9' 
The major disadvantage is that fabrications raise quite serious 
and troubling ethical questions which we will address at length elsewhere. 
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Chart 1 
Patterns of Response 
COM- INCOM- COM- INCOM- COM- INCOM- COM- INCOM- COM- INCOM- COM- INCOM- 
PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE PLETE 
314 012 3/4 0/2 112 PROPORTlON 111 215 MOB1 LIZED ' 011 016 2/2 1/2 
